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ABSTRACT 
There are many drivers of learning within companies, and scholars have asked for more 
complex investigations of how these factors lead to different types of learning. The main 
purpose of this quantitative study is to investigate whether actional-personal factors 
moderate the link between empowerment and knowledge conversion on explorative and 
exploitative learning. For the purpose of the study, two actional-personal factors have been 
found relevant based on an extensive literature review, namely motivation and self-efficacy. 
The antecedent empowerment and knowledge conversion were identified as the 
antecedents of respectively explorative learning and exploitative learning. Based on these 
findings the influence is verified of the motivational factors and self-efficacy on the different 
types of learning within an organization. The method to collect these results consisted out 
of an online survey which was sent towards 220 employees within different service 
organizations like the public sector, telecommunication, tourism, consultancy and the 
financial sector. When analyzing the results and verifying the predefined hypotheses, it was 
found in the results that empowerment and knowledge conversion both lead to explorative 
and exploitative learning. When verifying the impact of the actional-personal factors, it was 
found that intrinsic motivation of an individual could play a positive role during the 
organizational learning process. Self-efficacy showed a positive impact on the exploitative 
learning process. Further studies could focus on other actional-personal factors and the 
external validity could be improved by extending this research to other sectors. The 
antecedents of the different types of learning also need further investigation. The company 
sector showed an impact on the results, this impact should be investigated more in detail 
during future research. The empirical results will contribute to the existing theory on 
actional-personal factors and their effect on explorative and exploitative learning.  Finally, 
some managerial advice is provided. This will help managers to stimulate the explorative 
and exploitative learning in the organization and align these with the strategic objectives. 
 
Keywords: organizational learning, explorative learning, exploitative learning, self-efficacy, intrinsic 
motivation, extrinsic motivation. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 WHY THIS PAPER? 
Within the past decades many organizations have started to recognize the 
importance of organizational learning. Managers see this learning more and more as a 
prerequisite to survive in a fast changing and competitive business environment (Huber, 
1998; Kim, 1993). Especially, explorative learning can lead to a higher level of creativity and 
innovation in the organization (Huber, 1998). On the other hand, the improvement of 
current routines and procedures is needed to increase the efficiency of the tasks, which can 
be the outcome of exploitative learning. This already illustrates that some different types 
within organizational learning can be distinguished. Explorative learning is related to 
creating new products and services while exploitative learning is focusing on the existing 
routines or procedures (March, 1991).  Unfortunately, still many organizations are struggling 
to adopt organizational learning in their organization and miss their defined goals or 
develop counterproductive habits. How many organizations today are still struggling to find 
a proper strategy to survive? Learning is a complex process. To understand the working of 
the different types of organizational learning, this paper will first investigate whether 
explorative and exploitative learning has different antecedents, and secondly, what factors 
moderate these relationships. For the first part, it has been hypothesized that different 
types of learning (explorative and exploitative) have different antecedents (Grinsven & 
Visser, 2011). For instance, Grinsven and Visser (2011) propose, but do not test the 
assumption that explorative learning can be driven by employee empowerment within an 
organization, while exploitative learning is driven by a firm’s knowledge conversion 
capabilities. This paper takes a step further and provides empirical proof for these 
hypotheses. For the second part of the paper, several moderating factors are considered. It 
is known that organizational learning is difficult to achieve as multiple barriers can occur and 
inhibit the learning process. These barriers should be eliminated to make learning possible 
in organizations. The factors inhibiting organizational learning are diverse and can be 
personal, environmental and organizational related (Schilling & Kluge, 2009). A second 
important aspect in the learning process is the share of the individual learning.  This brings 
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us to the second focus of this paper, namely the actional-personal factors preventing new 
insights or inhibiting proposals to improve current processes or tasks from the individual 
members. The area of actional-personal factors consists of many different factors such as 
motivation, self-efficacy, anxiety, self-esteem and social skills (Schilling & Kluge, 2009). This 
research will focus mainly on the motivational factors and self-efficacy of employees as 
these were found the most relevant to investigate the effect on the different types of 
learning. For each of the selected factors this research will verify the impact on the process 
leading to the different types of learning.  
1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT 
To achieve the goal of this thesis, we will investigate the following research question:  
Do actional-personal factors of employees in service organizations affect different types 
of organizational learning? 
In order to answer this research question, some sub questions need to be answered. First, 
an answer needs to be found on what the different antecedents are, related to the different 
types of learning. Secondly, the actional-personal elements need to be identified which are 
the most relevant for this research. Finally, the moderating influences of these actional-
personal elements need to be investigated on the relationship between the antecedents 
and their corresponding types of learning. 
1.3 CONTRIBUTION 
This research will contribute to the existing literature and will provide practical 
information to support managers in taking decisions related to employee selection, training 
or motivation. The theoretical relevance consists out of multiple contributions. First, this 
paper will provide empirical evidence on the antecedents of organizational learning 
proposed by Grinsven and Visser (2011). These authors described that the types of learning 
have both different antecedents. Secondly, it extends the existing theory on relationships 
between organizational actional-personal factors and different types of organizational 
learning (Schilling & Kluge, 2009). The motivational and self-efficacy factors will be 
investigated more in depth and verified what their impact is on the different types of 
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learning. Finally, the provision of empirical results will improve the validity of previous 
studies on the actional-personal factors of organizational learning (Schilling & Kluge, 2009).  
Next to the theoretical contribution, this paper will also present a managerial 
contribution. First, it will provide evidence if the antecedents for the types of organizational 
learning are different. This way the management of the organization can take the necessary 
actions in their company to achieve the right levels of organizational learning. Secondly, it 
will provide an answer to which type of actional-personal elements can influence 
explorative or exploitative learning. This way the management of an organization can take 
the necessary actions related to actional-personal factors to steer the explorative or 
exploitative learning in their organization. For example, different managerial actions can be 
taken to increase the intrinsic or extrinsic motivation of employees to stimulate the 
different types of learning within an organization. These actions can be aligned with the 
strategy of the organization to achieve the right level of explorative and exploitative 
learning within the organization. For example, this could help the HR-department setting up 
their recruiting policy when an organization needs to start focusing on new service 
development. 
1.4 APPROACH 
To answer the research questions, the research starts with a literature study to 
underpin the question in the domain of organizational learning and the actional-personal 
factors. Answers will be provided on the sub questions and hypotheses for this research are 
formulated. A conceptual model is created and will be validated by performing a 
quantitative research via an online questionnaire which has been filled in by 136 different 
employees in service organizations. These organizations are all situated in sectors such as 
the public sector, tourism, finance, telecommunications and consulting firms. This way the 
results will take into account different learning contexts. After collecting and discussing the 
results, a conclusion will be formulated to finalize this research paper.  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 THEORY 
2.1.1 THEORY ON ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING 
2.1.1.1 Introduction 
The interest in organizational learning has increased the understanding of how 
organizations create, retain and transfer knowledge (Huber, 1991). The topic of 
organizational learning has received a lot of attention especially in the fields of 
Organizational Behavior and Strategic management (Berson, Nemanich, Waldman, Galvin, & 
Keller, 2006). This paper starts with a review on the theory of organization learning, which 
will help to frame the research topic. In the next sections, first the definition of learning is 
presented, the importance of individual learning in organizations is described and the 
process of linking individual to organizational learning. Then we will discuss the different 
types of learning and explain why these different types of learning are important. Finally, we 
will conclude the theory on organizational learning with the antecedents and the possible 
factors influencing organizational learning which will be used to create the hypothesis and 
the conceptual diagram of this study. 
2.1.1.2 Definition of learning 
Learning has long been a topic of interest for researchers. This interest has given rise 
to several definitions of learning that have been criticized as being ill-formed or too vague  
(Kim, 1993).  Argyris and Schön (1978) argue that learning only occurs when new knowledge 
is translated into different behavior that is replicable.  Kolb (1984) describes that learning is 
the process of creating knowledge through the transformation of experience. These 
definitions show learning exists out of two important aspects, cognitive and behavioral: 
what people learn (know-how) and how they understand and apply the learning (know-
why). Kim (1993) also provides another way of explaining the learning concept and defines 
operational and conceptual learning. Operational learning has an effect on learning how to 
complete tasks (know-how) and will result in routines (Kim, 1993). Conceptual learning 
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relates to knowing why things (know-why) are done and will lead to new frameworks (Kim, 
1993).  
2.1.1.3 Learning levels 
Learning has long been known to occur at different levels throughout organizations. 
Learning starts with the individuals in the organization (Schilling & Kluge, 2009). These 
individuals develop new insights or ideas and explain these to the other members of the 
organization. The next step, sometimes seen as an intermediate step, is learning at the 
group level. At this level, the individuals share a common understanding or shared ideas into 
a group which allows a coherent action towards the organization level (Crossan, Lane, & 
White, 1999). Within organizational learning, this shared understanding is transformed into 
structures and routines so that it becomes independent from the individuals (Schilling & 
Kluge, 2009). A graphical representation of these levels  is shown in Appendix A, based on 
the 4I-framework of Crossan et al. (1999). Finally, a final level of learning exists and can be 
identified as inter-organizational learning. Current organizations need to develop strategic 
alliances to survive in high competitive markets which will result in information sharing and 
inter-organizational learning (Sun & Scott, 2005). However, this level of learning is 
considered beyond the scope for this research, as the thesis instead focuses on the 
individual learning level. 
2.1.1.4 Individual learning 
Organizational learning is intrinsically connected to Individual learning (Kim, 1993) 
because organizations are at their core, a collection of individuals. The distinction between 
individual learning and organizational learning needs to be made explicit as otherwise the 
learning process is impacted due to the ignoring role of the individual (Kim, 1993). Memory 
plays an important role in the linking of individual learning and organizational learning (Kim, 
1993). As shown in Appendix B, Kim (1993) added the mental models which plays the role of 
memory of linking individual learning and organizational learning.  
In order for organizational learning to occur, first the learning starts with the 
individual who takes some action depending on the type of learning.  When new routines or 
procedures are learnt by the individual, this learning would change the mental model of the 
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individual. To transfer this learning into the organizational level, the mental model of the 
individuals needs to be connected to the shared mental model of the organization. This way 
the routines of the organization can be adapted depending on the mental models from the 
individuals in the organization. When specific factors already inhibit the individual learning, 
then this will have an effect on the organizational learning. This learning will not be correctly 
transferred into the organization’s shared mental model (Kim, 1993). Another framework 
explaining the importance of the individual learning is the 4I-Framework of Crossan et al. 
(1999), shown in Appendix A. Within this framework the different levels from Individual 
learning are also shown as connected levels. This 4I-framework shows clearly how 
organizational learning starts with the individual during the intuiting phase. When this phase 
or any other connected phase like interpreting, integrating or institutionalizing is 
interrupted, then organization learning will only succeed partially or even no learning will 
occur at all (Crossan et al., 1999). 
2.1.1.5 Organizational learning 
The importance of learning in organizations has increased in recent years and has 
received more attention in the management sciences from researchers (Crossan et al., 
1999). Although a lot of research has already been done, many definitions and 
conceptualizations exist in the current literature resulting in a fragmented body of 
knowledge (Schimmel & Muntslag, 2009). A short summary of these definitions and 
conceptualizations can be found in Appendix C. For this paper we can take the definition 
proposed by Schilling (2009). He defined organizational learning as: 
“an organizationally regulated collective learning process in which individual and 
group-based learning experiences concerning the improvement of organizational 
performance and/or goals are transferred into organizational routines, processes and 
structures, which in turn affect the future learning activities of the organization’s 
members.” (Schilling & Kluge, 2009, p. 338).  
This definition describes organizational learning as a process which transforms the 
individual and group-based learning experiences into organizational routines, processes and 
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structure. This definition also illustrates the importance of the individual learning which can 
lead to the adaptation of organizational routines and structures. 
Organizational learning can occur when a mismatch is detected between the targets 
and the results (Argyris, 1996). The meaning of learning remains the same as with individual 
learning but the process is different within organizational learning (Kim, 1993). This learning 
is more complex and dynamic as for example the rewarding systems and motivation 
mechanisms are more complicated in organizations (Kim, 1993). Organizational learning will 
result in associations, cognitive systems  and memories that are shared by the members of 
the organization (Fiol & Lyles, 1985).   
2.1.1.6 Types of organizational learning 
While describing the concept of learning and introducing the organizational 
frameworks in the previous sections, different types of learning could already be noticed. 
Many authors defined their own levels of learning but these all make the same common 
distinction (Berson et al., 2006). This shows there is a common agreement on the different 
levels of organizational  learning (Grinsven & Visser, 2011).  The first dimension is named as 
exploitative (March, 1991), incremental (Berson et al., 2006), lower level (Fiol & Lyles, 1985), 
adaptive (Senge, 1990), first-order (Adler & Clark, 1991) or single-loop learning (Argyris & 
Schön, 1978). The latter is defined as explorative learning (March, 1991), radical (Berson et 
al., 2006), higher level (Fiol & Lyles, 1985) , generative (Senge, 1990), second-order (Adler & 
Clark, 1991) or double-loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 1978). In Appendix D, an overview of 
the different types of learning is presented. The first dimension handles learning as action-
oriented, routine and incremental. This learning occurs in the existing mental models, norms 
and policies (Grinsven & Visser, 2011). The second dimension is seen as a higher-order 
dimension, changing the mental models and impacting the day-to-day routines (Grinsven & 
Visser, 2011).  
Argyris and Schön (1978) provided a clear description of the distinction between 
single and double loop learning as shown in Figure 1.  Their distinction is based on the 
difference between how an error is managed. This learning starts with the theory-in-use 
which governs the actual behavior. When the actual behavior matches the theory or mental 
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model of the individual, no action will be taken to make any corrections and learning will 
not occur (Argyris & Schön, 1978). In case of a mismatch two responses can be generated, 
single loop learning and double loop learning. In single loop learning an error will result in a 
correction of the existing process while errors in double loop learning will change the 
norms, policies and objectives of the organization (the governing variables). 
 
Figure 1 Single and double loop learning (Argyris & Schön, 1978) 
In a later study, March (1991) proposed the two different types: explorative and 
exploitative learning. Both types compete for the allocation of resources and require 
different organizational contexts to support the different type of learning (Berson et al., 
2006). As we investigate the effect of actional-personal factors on each type of organization 
learning, a clear description on the similarities and differences for those two types of 
learning impose. The first similarity can be found that both types consist out of learning, 
improvement and acquisition of new knowledge (Gupta, Smith, & Shalley, 2006). When an 
organization has high learning capabilities, then this will affect the both types of learning 
positively. A second correlation can be found in the ambidexterity theory. Organizations like 
big service companies can pursuit to have continuously explorative and exploitative learning 
loosely coupled between different company units (Gupta et al., 2006). Both types of 
learning will influence each other: Explorative learning will lead towards exploitative 
learning, and exploitation learning will lead to exploration (Gupta et al., 2006). For example, 
when an organization develops a new product then the existing procedures need to be 
optimized to handle the increasing sales, marketing effort and after sales support. The 
difference in the two concepts can be found that explorative learning will develop new 
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products, routines or procedures while exploitative learning will affect the existing products, 
routines or procedures (Gupta et al., 2006).  
2.1.1.7 Antecedents of organizational learning 
In many studies, the antecedents of organizational learning have been investigated 
related to organizational structure, delegation and participation in decision making, 
knowledge transfer and integration, learning climate, managerial leadership and 
commitment (Grinsven & Visser, 2011). Grinsven and Visser (2011) discuss on 
empowerment and knowledge conversion, as the most relevant and researched 
antecedents of organizational learning.  
The first antecedent, empowerment, is related to the decentralization of decision 
making responsibility within the organization (Grinsven & Visser, 2011). In firms with high 
levels of employee empowerment, decision making is transferred to the employees who 
receive the responsibility to make their own decisions (Randolph, 2000). This 
decentralization into flat and team based organizations makes it possible for employees to 
propose new routines (Grinsven & Visser, 2011). This empowerment, or decentralization of 
responsibilities is believed to improve the explorative learning capabilities of an organization 
(Grinsven & Visser, 2011).  
The second, knowledge conversion, refers to how an organization transfers explicit 
and tacit knowledge throughout the organization (Grinsven & Visser, 2011). The ability to 
transfer the knowledge across departmental boundaries and transferring knowledge from 
external sources into the company is essential for learning to take place (Goh & Richards, 
1997). Knowledge conversion can be achieved by routinizing activities and by training 
programs (Grinsven & Visser, 2011). Individuals who are aligned with the company policies 
will improve the exploitative learning (Grinsven & Visser, 2011). Grinsven and Visser (2011) 
claim that knowledge conversion within an organization will not have a positive impact on 
explorative learning. When the employees are focused on the current routines, new 
opportunities will be missed (Grinsven & Visser, 2011). On the other hand, empowerment 
could lead to individual and fragmented learning which has a negative impact on 
exploitative learning, due to the lack of knowledge sharing (Grinsven & Visser, 2011). This 
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shows both types of organizational learning have different antecedents, based on these 
findings the next hypotheses can be constructed: 
Hypothesis 1a: The knowledge conversion capabilities of an organization have a 
positive influence on the exploitative learning within the organization. 
Hypothesis 1b: The empowerment level within an organization will have no influence 
on the exploitative learning within the organization. 
Hypothesis 2a: The empowerment level within an organization will have a positive 
impact on the explorative learning within the organization. 
Hypothesis 2b: The knowledge conversion capabilities of an organization will have no 
influence on the explorative learning within the organization.  
2.1.1.8 Factors influencing organizational learning 
Barriers can be defined as factors preventing organizational learning or impeding its 
practicability (Schilling & Kluge, 2009). Understanding the factors inhibiting organizational 
learning is important for academic purposes as well as for practitioners. For academic 
understanding, these factors are important for getting a deeper understanding of 
phenomenon of organizational learning (Schilling & Kluge, 2009). For practitioners, it is 
important to detect these factors and learn how to balance them (Schilling & Kluge, 2009). 
Different authors have described and categorized the factors that inhibit the organizational 
learning process (McCracken, 2005). Some of these researchers have focused more on 
barriers related to psychological factors. Argyris and Schön (1978) described extensively the 
defensive routines inhibiting organizational learning. These defensive routines are 
developed by individuals to protect themselves and maintain a stable state (Bovey & Hede, 
2001). This level of resistance is depending on the individual’s psychological characteristics 
and becomes important to understand when an organization needs to undergo changes 
(Bovey & Hede, 2001). Another example is the research of Schein (1993). He identified 
anxiety as one of the factors that inhibit change and impact the learning process. 
McCracken (2005) divided the factors inhibiting the learning process into two areas: intrinsic 
and extrinsic factors. The intrinsic factors include the perceptual, motivational and 
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emotional factors  while the extrinsic factors are related to the environment the 
organization is operating in (McCracken, 2005). This shows the theory on barriers inhibiting 
organizational learning is also very fragmented. An overview of existing literature can be 
found in Appendix E.  Schilling and Kluge (2009) provided a general overview of existing 
studies describing barriers of organizational learning. Based on the 4I-framework several 
learning barriers for each phase in the model were presented. These barriers were divided 
in three categories: actional-personal, structural-organizational and societal-environmental 
factors influencing the learning process. The actional-personal barriers defined by Schilling 
and Kluge (2009) depend on the attitude, behavior and individual thinking. Structural-
organizational barriers relate to the organizational strategy, technology, culture and formal 
regulations. The last category describes the societal-environmental barriers to describe the 
environment of the organization. In Appendix F, the barriers identified by Schilling and Kluge 
(2009) are presented for the intuiting and interpreting phase as these describe the barriers 
on individual level and include the actional-personal factors. These lists of barriers make it 
clear that the theory on barriers inhibiting organizational learning is complex and a lot of 
empirical research still needs to be done (Schilling & Kluge, 2009). This paper will focus on 
the actional-personal factors and more specific on the motivational factors and self-efficacy.  
2.1.2 ACTIONAL-PERSONAL FACTORS 
We can use the categorization proposed by Schilling and Kluge (2009) to bundle the 
actional-personal factors: cognition (e.g. biased perception, superstitious learning), 
motivation (e.g. lack of motivation), emotion (e.g. anxious, stress, fear for disadvantages) 
and personality (e.g. preservation professional self-esteem, self-efficacy). These actional-
personal factors defined by Schilling and Kluge (2009) depend all on attitude, behavior and 
individual thinking. 
For this study, two factors are investigated more in detail which seems most relevant 
for this research. The selected items are motivation and personal factors like self-efficacy. 
This selection is based on these findings from existing literature. A motivated workforce is 
seen as a competitive advantage and a strategic asset in the organization (Tremblay, 
Blanchard, Taylor, Pelletier, & Villeneuve, 2009).  In organizational research, motivation is 
seen as one of the most fundamental building blocks in the development of theories 
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(Tremblay et al., 2009). Therefore we will take up the block of motivation into this research 
and investigate its impact on organizational learning. Zimmerman (2000) defined next to 
motivation, self-efficacy as one of the most important factors for learning and is closely 
related to performance tasks. This is the reason why we also take this element up in our 
model as it could influence the learning process related to task performance. In the next 
sections we will describe more in detail the motivation and self-efficacy blocks. The theory 
will be used to link it with organizational learning and to define hypotheses for this research. 
2.1.2.1 Motivation 
Motivational theories 
Motivation is seen as one of the most important factors impacting employee 
performance and is one of the central theories of modern organizational research 
(Ambrose, 1999). Motivation can be described as an invisible, internal and hypothetical 
construct (Pinder, 1998) which is impacted by internal and external factors.  For this paper 
we will describe work motivation which is embedded in an organizational context. Pinder 
(1998) defines work motivation as the set of internal and external factors that initiate work-
related behavior and determine its form, direction, intensity and duration. This definition 
shows motivation is a psychological process impacted by internal and external factors and is 
the result of the interaction between the individual and his environment (Tremblay et al., 
2009). Motivation is not a unitary phenomenon. It varies in the level of motivation and the 
orientation of the motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). For example an employee can be 
motivated to take up a complex task as he will be rewarded for finishing it in time. Another 
employee might want to do the task because he wants the challenge of executing a difficult 
task and the chance to improve his skills. The level of motivation does not vary in these 
examples but the orientation does. In motivational research different theories exist 
(Ambrose, 1999).  An overview of some common theories is shown in Appendix G. 
Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic motivation 
In many studies we find evidence of the split between intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Most of this research is based on the theory of Herzberg 
(1982) who made a distinction between hygiene factors (extrinsic) and motivators 
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(intrinsic). When an employee is intrinsically motivated, he will act for the fun or challenge 
of the task (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Intrinsic motivation will result in creativity and high quality 
learning (Ryan & Deci, 2000). This motivation does not only exist in individuals but also 
exists in the relationship between activities and individuals. Not every person is intrinsically 
motivated to pick up the same task (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Extrinsic motivation is a construct 
which will play a role because a certain outcome is expected (Ryan & Deci, 2000). This 
differs with intrinsic motivation because with extrinsic motivation the instrumental value is 
important (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Extrinsic motivation is mostly achieved by linking the 
organizational goals to monetary compensation (Osterloh & Frey, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000). 
A good example is the pay-per-performance incentive which many organizations practice 
(Osterloh & Frey, 2000). Changing the intrinsic motivation of the employees is more difficult, 
and it is not always clear what the results will be (Osterloh & Frey, 2000). For an 
organization, it is important that intrinsic motivation is aligned with the goals of the 
organization and a balance is found between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation (Osterloh & 
Frey, 2000). 
Self-Determination Theory (SDT) 
In this paper, the Self-Determination Theory is selected as the framework to 
investigate motivation in a task related context. In the Self-Determination Theory (Ryan & 
Deci, 2000) a distinction is made based on the goals or reasons that result into action. SDT 
will focus on the “why of the behavior” and applies to the activities that people will take up 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT also makes the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). This is different with the reinforcement theory from Skinner 
(1969) where all behaviors are the result of external awards. For this paper, it is important 
to include the behaviors that emanate from one his self and behaviors that are controlled as 
it will impact the different levels of learning as seen in the previous chapter. Another 
advantage of the Self-Determination theory is its continuum ranging from amotivation at 
the left until intrinsic motivation at the right (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Intrinsic motivation can be 
seen as the most optimal self-determination behavior. Extrinsic motivation can be split into 
different motivation styles which all represent a different level of self-determination as 
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shown in Table 1.  Internalization and integration are the processes influencing  the level of 
self-determination of extrinsic motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 
Table 1 Motivation styles from the self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000)  
Motivation style  
Amotivation (AMO) The lack of intention to perform an activity. This 
is the result of not valuing an activity or not 
feeling competent to do the activity. 
 
External regulation (EXTR) 
(Extrinsic motivation) 
 
Only doing an activity to obtain the reward. 
Introjected regulation (INJR) 
(Extrinsic motivation) 
The regulation of behavior through self-worth 
contingencies (e.g., self-esteem, guilt). The 
person will act to keep or enhance his self-
esteem 
 
Identified regulation (IDEN) 
(Extrinsic motivation) 
The regulation which refers to doing an activity 
because the person identifies its value and 
accepts it as a personal value. An example is a 
student who accepts learning mathematics as a 
part of his life goals. 
 
Integrated regulation  (INTEG) 
(Extrinsic motivation) 
The regulation which refers to identifying with 
the value of an activity to the point that it 
becomes part of the Individual’s sense of self.  
 
Intrinsic motivation (IM) Intrinsic motivation is defined as the doing of an 
activity for its inherent satisfactions rather than 
for some separable consequence. 
 
Motivation and organizational learning 
 Sambrook and Stewart (2000) as well as Szulanski (1996) describe that the lack of 
motivation is a factor influencing the organizational learning process. Motivation is 
considered as one of the basic conditions during the learning process and needs to be 
fulfilled during the different stages of the learning process (Buckler, 1996). Buckler (1996) 
describes intrinsic motivation as an element of the ‘Discovery’ learning method, see 
Appendix G. This model is related to discover new solutions and theories which is described 
by March (1991) as explorative learning. Osterloh and Frey (2000) also describes the need 
for intrinsic motivation to support the creation of new ideas. The other type of motivation is 
defined as extrinsic motivation. Buckler (1996) describes extrinsic motivation to be part of 
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the ‘Taught’ learning model, see Appendix G. This model can be related with the exploitative 
learning which also handles refinement of current procedures and routines (March, 1991). 
Osterloh and Frey (2000) describes extrinsic motivation as the support for repetitive tasks 
what already works. Therefore, we expect that when knowledge conversion is occurring, it 
will have a stronger impact on exploitative learning if the employees are also extrinsically 
motivated to contribute to this process. The paper of Gupta et al. (2006) describes that 
people with a focus on intrinsic motivation will have more creative skills which leads to 
explorative learning, while other people who are more extrinsically motivated will be more 
focused on changing routines. Therefore, we expect that when employees perceive to have 
the power to change routines, they will do so even more when feeling motivated by an 
inner desire for things to be different. It is difficult for people to switch between the 
routines for exploration and exploitation (Gupta et al., 2006). For example, people who are 
intrinsically motivated will not perform well in generating exploitative learning. If we 
consider the antecedents from previous section, motivation factors can have an impact on 
the relationship between the antecedent and the type of organizational learning. From 
these findings the next hypotheses can be constructed: 
Hypothesis 3a: Intrinsic motivation moderates the relationship between perceived 
empowerment and explorative learning. 
Hypothesis 3b: Intrinsic motivation does not moderate the relationship between 
knowledge conversion and exploitative learning. 
Hypothesis 4a: Extrinsic motivation moderates the relationship between knowledge 
conversion and exploitative learning. 
Hypothesis 4b: Extrinsic motivation does not moderate the relationship between 
perceived empowerment and explorative learning. 
For this study, intrinsic motivation will act as a moderating variable on the relationship 
between empowerment and explorative learning. Intrinsic motivation is defined as doing an 
activity for someone’s inherent satisfaction (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Therefore, we can consider 
that no direct causal relationship exists from external factors such as the level of 
empowerment in the organization. Extrinsic motivation will be considered as a moderating 
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variable on the relationship between knowledge conversion and exploitative learning. 
Knowledge conversion relates to embed insights in organizational systems (Grinsven & 
Visser, 2011). The focus is on the organizational system and existing routines in the 
organizations. It is defined as the ability of an organization to transfer knowledge across 
departmental boundaries (Goh & Richards, 1997). Therefore it can be considered knowledge 
conversion is strictly related to the organizational context and not to the individual.  
2.1.2.2 Personality – Self-efficacy 
Another person-action element includes the preservation of a person’s professional identity 
that can also lead to barriers to organizational learning (Cannon & Edmondson, 2001; 
Schilling & Kluge, 2009). Examples of these personality factors are professional self-esteem 
and self-efficacy.  
The concept of self-efficacy can be defined as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to mobilize 
the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of action needed to meet given situational 
demands”  (Wood & Bandura, 1989, p. 408). Self-efficacy can be seen as the self-appraisal of 
capabilities, the higher the self-efficacy of a person the higher goals he will set for himself 
(Bandura, 1993). Self-efficacy can influence the level of performance between different 
persons with the same knowledge or skills (Bandura, 1993). The social cognitive theory 
defines self-efficacy vary on three dimensions:  magnitude (the level of task difficulty that a 
person beliefs he or she can attain) ,  strength (the conviction level regards the magnitude) 
and generality(Bandura, 1997). Past research has taken a narrow focus to describe self-
efficacy (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001). In these studies, self-efficacy was constructed as a task-
specific construct (Chen et al., 2001). A general self-efficacy construct (GSE) is introduced 
later which focuses more on an aggregate previous experience focus (Chen et al., 2001). This 
makes GSE more general over time and includes experiences over different tasks (Chen et 
al., 2001). This is closely related with the jobs and tasks in organization which becomes also 
more broad, complex and demanding (Chen et al., 2001). GSE is highly correlated with self-
esteem (Chen et al., 2001) which is another personal identity factor mentioned by Schilling 
and Kluge (2009). Therefore the GSE construct is referred to in this research. 
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Self-efficacy perceptions are formed when a person decides if he can execute a task 
under certain circumstances(Bandura, 1997). High self-efficacy may result in higher personal 
goals, higher performance, satisfaction and persistence (Bandura, 1997). These perceptions 
of self-efficacy are incorporated into the person’s belief system. (Endres, Endres, 
Chowdhury, & Alam, 2007). This is a process that could influence the double-loop learning 
as described by Argyris and Schön (1978). Evidence of this double-loop or explorative 
learning in self-efficacy models was found during individual knowledge sharing activities 
(Endres et al., 2007). If we apply this effect of self-efficacy on the relationship between 
empowerment in an organization and the explorative learning within the organization, then 
we can formulate the next hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 5: Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between employee 
empowerment and explorative learning.   
Self-efficacy has an impact on the skills used to perform complex tasks and can influence the 
learning process (Bandura, 1993). Bandura (1977) observed that low self-efficacy leads to 
task avoidance. This behavior will result in avoidance of building competencies and personal 
task improvement (Bandura, 1977). People with high self-efficacy will not avoid difficult 
tasks and perform the needed corrections to achieve an effective performance (Bandura, 
1993). This means high self-efficacy of the employees could have a positive effect on the 
processes which lead to exploitative learning. By this, the final hypothesis can be 
constructed: 
Hypothesis 6: Self-efficacy moderates the relationship between knowledge conversion 
and exploitative learning. 
Self-efficacy is seen as moderating variable. For this research the general self-efficacy 
concept is selected (Chen et al., 2001). This general self-efficacy is measuring the overall 
belief of someone’s competence to achieve a task in various contexts (Chen et al., 2001). 
This is in contrast with the task-self-efficacy which is related to specific tasks or contexts 
(Chen et al., 2001). Knowledge conversion and empowerment is also measured against the 
organization and not the individual (Goh & Richards, 1997). Therefore the general self-
efficacy factor is independent of the work context, level of empowerment or any task 
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specific actions. Empowerment can be seen as the decentralization of decision making 
within the organization (Grinsven & Visser, 2011), this differs with the self-efficacy of an 
individual. Self-efficacy is about the belief that someone can make a difference in decisions 
while empowerment provides you the ability to really make the decisions. 
2.2 CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
If we combine all the elements and hypothesis the next conceptual model can be drawn as 
shown in Figure 2. 
 
Figure 2 Conceptual diagram 
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3. RESEARCH DESIGN 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
As stated in previous chapters the goal of this research is to investigate the 
influences of actional-personal factors for individuals on the different types of 
organizational learning. The purpose is to validate the predefined hypotheses which were 
derived from the literature and this based on a sample of individuals, this makes the 
research suitable for a quantitative study (Black, 1999). To operationalize the constructs, 
existing scales were selected from the literature which will help to measure and validate the 
predefined hypotheses based on an online questionnaire. The constructs are: 
empowerment, knowledge conversion, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation (external 
integration, introjected regulation, identified regulation, integrated regulation), self-
efficacy, explorative learning and exploitative learning. Next to the actional-personal factors 
and types of learning, socio-demographics and firm specific information were also gathered 
from the respondents: age, gender, professional level of the employee, tenure (time with 
the company) and the industry sector. 
3.2 SAMPLE AND RESEARCH CONTEXT 
The questionnaire was constructed and sent towards employees in service 
organizations such as finance companies, consultancy firms, telecommunication, tourism 
and public sector. The goal of the questionnaire was to gather insights related to the role of 
actional-personal factors as well as service firms’ explorative and exploitative learning styles 
from individual employees and to test our hypotheses. To generalize the results we tried to 
have respondents from different sectors in Belgium with different characteristics. Sectors 
were mainly selected based on their market characteristics. Sectors were selected which are 
from different economical interest and had different adaptation needs. A short overview of 
the context of the sectors is found in Table 2. The respondents were selected out of a 
personal network which could bias the results as the sample is not selected randomly from a 
targeted population.  
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Table 2 Sector context Belgium (FOD Economie,  2008) 
Sector Employment(3) Characteristics (1)(2) 
Public sector 386.295 No economic interest and 
low adaptation towards 
other sectors 
 
Telecommunication  29.598 High economic interest 
Low adaptation needed 
towards other sectors 
 
Finance 131.633 High economic interest 
Low adaptation needed 
towards other sectors 
 
Consultancy (business 
services) 
61.767 High economic interest and 
high adaptation needed 
towards other sectors. 
 
Tourism 8.742 Low economic interest 
  Low adaptation needed 
towards other sectors 
(1)
Economic interest is based on employment, consumption and added value of the sector 
(2)
Adaptation is seen to the need to adapt to other sectors like ICT-sector 
(3) 
Retrieved from be.STAT (FOD Economie , 2012) 
3.3 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 
The reliability of this research was covered by using existing scales from previous 
studies. Based on these scales a questionnaire was constructed which is included into 
Appendix H. A questionnaire provided standardized results which increased the reliability of 
the research (Billiet & Waege, 2001). Besides this, the statistical methodology was described 
step by step to verify the reliability of the results. The internal validity was handled in 
several ways. First, a pilot survey was created to validate the questionnaire. This allowed us 
to verify if the respondents understood the questions correctly and to verify the correct 
translation of the items. Secondly, by using existing scales from other scientific studies, the 
validity of the referred scales could be considered as proven. Thirdly, for each construct a 
reverse question was included to detect randomly selected answers. And finally, when 
sending out the final survey, people were allowed to ask questions by mail or phone and the 
context of this research was provided. To generalize the results a selection of company 
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sectors was taken. Due to timing constraints it was not possible to extend the sample to all 
sectors operating in the market.  
3.4 OPERATIONALIZATION AND MEASURES 
3.4.1 GENERAL 
In this study, the items used to operationalize the constructs were taken from 
previous studies. These items were composed into a questionnaire and the answers helped 
us to validate the defined hypotheses. The constructs were measured with multi-item scales 
which increased the reliability of the measurements and increased the validity (S. M. Smith 
& Albaum, 2005). All items were measured using a Likert-scale with a range of 7 or 5 items, 
which will be described further on in this chapter. The questionnaire was translated from 
English to Dutch and a pretest was done to validate the questionnaire and the translation. 
3.4.2 SURVEY METHODOLOGY 
An online survey was used to perform this research based on existing scales with 
theoretical support. The use of an online survey provided us some advantages such as a low 
cost price, efficient  timing, ease of standardization of variables and the anonymity of the 
individual is preserved as personal factors were questioned (Billiet & Waege, 2001). The 
constructs investigated in this research contained: empowerment, knowledge conversion, 
explorative learning, exploitative learning, self-efficacy and motivational constructs. The 
items were personally translated from English into Dutch by using the direct translation 
approach (Harkness & Schoua-Glusberg, 1998). In this method the translator translates the 
items in a traditional manner to the best of his ability. This method was selected due to 
timing and budget reasons. The disadvantage of this method is the possible impact on the 
data quality due to an incorrect translation. To cover this risk and increase the validity an 
assessment was done with a pilot survey which was sent to 8 respondents. In this 
assessment it was verified if the survey items and questions were clear to everyone. Some 
items were adapted mainly due to semantic translation issues from English to Dutch. The 
translated survey items can found in Appendix I. 
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3.4.3 KNOWLEDGE CONVERSION AND EMPOWERMENT MEASURES 
The antecedents of organizational learning, knowledge conversion and 
empowerment, were measured using the learning capability scale of organizations 
developed by Goh and Richards (1997). This scale was used to measure the learning 
capability of an organization and includes the dimensions knowledge conversion and 
leadership or empowerment (Goh & Richards, 1997). The Cronbach’s Alpha for this scale 
was .90 in previous studies which shows a high reliability. The leadership commitment is 
described as the climate in which people are approachable and where failures are part of 
the learning process (Goh & Richards, 1997). This learning climate is empowering the 
employees to make decisions and to take risks (Goh & Richards, 1997). This makes the 
dimension valid for our research and the 5 item scale was used to measure the 
empowerment level in the organization. The items were measured on a scale ranging from 1 
(=totally disagree) to 7 (=totally agree). The knowledge conversion was also measured using 
a dimension from the organization learning survey scale developed by Goh and Richards 
(1997). This consists out of 4 items and measures the system that enables individuals to 
learn from others (Goh & Richards, 1997). The items were measured on a scale ranging from 
1 (=totally disagree) to 7 (=totally agree). 
3.4.4 MOTIVATIONAL MEASURES 
The motivational factors were measured using the work extrinsic and intrinsic 
motivation scale (WEIMS) developed by Tremblay et al. (2009). This scale is theoretically 
grounded in the self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The different types of 
motivation can be measured along a continuum using the different factors described in the 
self-determination theory. These were the factors measured in the WEIMS scale: Intrinsic 
motivation (IM), Integrated regulation (INTEG),  Identified regulation (IDEN),  Introjected 
regulation (INTRO), External regulation (EXT), Amotivation (AMO) (Tremblay et al., 2009). 
This scale exists out of 18 items and measures the intrinsic, extrinsic and amotivation. In the 
study of Tremblay et al. (2009) results showed the internal consistency and construct 
validity. The Cronbach’s Alpha’s ranged from .64 to .83 . (IM=.80; INTEG=.83; IDEN=.67; 
INTRO=.70; EXT=.77; AMO =.64) in the original scale. This makes the measurement scale 
valid to be used in an organizational context (Tremblay et al., 2009). The amotivation items 
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were not included as this research focuses on the active types of motivation. To measure 
the items a 7 point Likert-scale was used ranging from 1 (= does not correspond at all) to 7 
(=corresponds exactly). The respondent needed to rate the reasons why he is presently 
involved in his work.   
3.4.5 SELF-EFFICACY MEASURES 
Self-efficacy were measured using the new general self-efficacy scale (NGSE) from 
Chen et al. (2001). This new general self-efficacy scale showed a high construct validity and 
can be used for a variety of tasks in various contexts (Chen et al., 2001). The scale consists 
out of 8 items which are scored on a five point Likert-scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ 
to ‘strongly agree’. The Cronbach’s Alpha’s ranged from .85 to .90 in the original scale.  
3.4.6 EXPLORATIVE AND EXPLOITATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING MEASURES 
Explorative learning was measured using 5 items derived from the study of Mom, 
Bosch, and Volberda (2006). This scale is measuring the individual level of explorative 
learning. To measure the items, a 7 point Likert-scale was used ranging from 1 (=to a very 
small extent) to 7 (=to a very large extent). The reliability measured with Cronbach’s Alpha 
showed .86 for the explorative scale in the original scale.  
Exploitative  learning was measured using 6 items derived from the study of Mom et 
al. (2006). This scale was developed to measure the exploitative learning on an individual 
level. To measure the items a 7 point Likert-scale was used ranging from 1 (=to a very small 
extent) to 7 (=to a very large extent). The reliability measured with Cronbach’s Alpha 
measured .81 for exploitative learning in the original scale. 
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4. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
An online survey method was used to perform this research. As described in previous 
paragraphs, the survey items and model were underpinned from existing theory. The 
reliability and validity of the results were verified by descriptive data analysis and the Partial 
Least Squares method (PLS) was used to validate the defined models. The tools used for this 
assessment were the software packet SmartPLS (Ringle, Wende, & Will, 2005) and SPSS 
version 19. PLS was used to verify the measurement model and structural model. The 
measurement model verified the indicators and their relationship with the latent variables 
while the structural model verified the relationship between the latent variables (Chin, 
Marcolin, & Newsted, 2003). The PLS method also allows to measure small sample sizes 
(Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 2009). PLS is also an effective method to reduce type II errors 
in comparison with other OLS techniques (Chin et al., 2003).  
4.2 DATA COLLECTION 
The final questionnaire was sent towards 220 respondents which all were contacted 
personally by mail or via a social network site. Respondents were asked to score the items 
empowerment, knowledge conversion, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, self-
efficacy, explorative learning and exploitative learning. The Likert scale consisted out of 7 
items with a scoring from 1 as low to 7 as a high score. This resulted in average scores 
between 1 and 7. Self-efficacy was measured using a Likert scale with 5 ranging from 1 as 
low until 5 as a high score, resulting in average scores from 1 to 5. The respondents were 
followed up personally and after 4 weeks reminders were sent. During the first round, 122 
responses were collected and 22 responses were collected the last round. The late response 
bias was verified by comparing the means of all the variables of the first responses with the 
late responses. No significant differences, based on independent samples t-tests, could be 
found between the results of the first run group and second run group so we can conclude 
the responses were not biased. The response rate of the questionnaire was finally around 
60%, with 136 valid responses. The high response rate can be explained that people were 
selected from a professional network and were all personally known. 
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4.3 DATA DESCRIPTION 
After collecting the results, the dataset was checked on empty values and possible 
data entry errors. For this verification, frequency tables were used and a descriptive analysis 
was performed in SPSS. Two questionnaires were received with blank values which were 
removed from the result list. High frequencies of values were checked which resulted in a 
removal of 6 cases due to clearly neglecting some reverse questions, these questions were 
all scored similar as the not reversed questions. The univariate outliers were checked using 
boxplots generated in SPSS. Some extreme results were found in a total of 7 cases but all of 
these were very close to the lowest 5
th
 percentile. The found outliers were mostly affecting 
only one variable of the case so it was decided to leave these outliers in the results. This will 
have a minimal impact on the statistical results and will retain the extra information 
provided by these cases (Pallant, 2005). The 5% trimmed mean value and the mean value 
was calculated in SPSS for all the constructs. These mean values were found similar and no 
further data modifications were done. This results finally in a data analysis of 136 responses. 
An overview of the respondents and their profile can be found in Table 3. The histograms 
and box plots from the final data is represented for each of the constructs in Appendix M. 
The descriptive statistics of the collected data is shown in Table 4. 
Normality was first tested using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov since our dataset had a 
sample size above 50, results are shown in Table 7. These results showed that all the 
constructs were not normally distributed. After reviewing this score, it was verified that the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov method is more suited for continuous values (Chatburn, 2011). 
Therefore we will check the standardized Skewness and standardized Kurtosis values as 
shown in Table 5. Most of these values are situated between -2.58 and +2.58 (for a 0.01 
significance) which show a normal distribution. Only exploitative learning and intrinsic 
motivation have a standardized Skewness or respectively -3.047 and -3.290. For these we 
further investigate the Q-Q plots shown in Appendix L. For exploitative learning some 
outliers were affecting the normal distribution, as previously mentioned these were close to 
the 5
th
 percentile of the boxplot so we kept these values. The distribution of intrinsic 
motivation tended towards a peaked distribution. When looking at the intrinsic motivation 
boxplot a similar tail length could be found as the other boxplots which is not indicating a 
E F F E C T S  O F  P E R S O N A L  F A C T O R S  O N  L E A R N I N G  31 
 
peaked distribution (Calero, 2008). The normality of exploitative learning and intrinsic 
motivation was accepted and the variables can be used for further analysis.  
The linearity was validated by drawing scatter plots in SPSS for the relationship 
between empowerment and explorative learning and also for the relationship between 
knowledge conversion and exploitative learning. These graphics are displayed in Figure 3. 
For the relationship between empowerment and explorative learning a small to moderate 
linearity was found. The relationship between knowledge conversion and exploitative 
learning showed a small linearity.  
Table 3 Profile of respondents (n=136) 
Characteristics Number of 
responses 
Percentage 
Company Sector   
Telecom 18 13% 
Tourism 26 19% 
Public sector 37 27% 
Consultancy 33 24% 
Finance 13 10% 
Other 9 6% 
   
Age   
18-30 years 44 33% 
31-40 years 62 46% 
40-50 years 20 15% 
>50 years 10 7% 
   
Gender   
Male 86 63% 
Female 50 37% 
   
Job Tenure   
0-3 years 4 3% 
3-5 years 17 13% 
5-10 years 35 26% 
>10 years 80 59% 
   
Function   
Manager 24 18% 
Employee 112 82% 
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Table 4 Descriptive statistics 
 
N Minimum Maximum Mean 
5% trimmed 
Mean Std. Deviation 
Empowerment (LC) 136 1,60 6,20 3,8632 3,8559 1,06825 
Explorative learning (EXPLOR) 136 1,00 6,80 4,2853 4,3203 1,47866 
Knowledge conv. (KC) 136 1,50 7,00 4,4504 4,4804 1,06971 
Exploitative learning (EXPLOI) 136 2,17 7,00 4,9289 4,9679 0,89457 
Intrinsic motivation (IM) 136 2,33 7,00 5,1618 5,1988 1,10367 
Identified reg. (IDEN) 136 1,33 6,33 4,0686 4,0975 1,04399 
External reg. (EXTR) 136 2,33 7,00 4,8676 4,8949 1,13041 
Introjected reg. (INJR) 136 2,00 7,00 4,6863 4,7021 1,06556 
Integrated reg. (INTEG) 136 2,00 7,00 4,8064 4,8459 1,09511 
Self-Efficacy (SEL)* 136 4,37 7,00 5,7313 5,7430 0,55982 
 * Converted to a scale of 7 
 
Table 5 Normality statistics 
  N Skewness Std. Error Zskewness Kurtosis Std. Error ZKurtosis 
Empowerment (LC) 136 0,141 0,208 0,671 -0,61 0,413 -1,452 
Explorative learning (XPLOR) 136 -0,298 0,208 -1,419 -0,852 0,413 -2,028 
Knowledge conv. (KC) 136 -0,48 0,208 -2,285 -0,204 0,413 -0,486 
Exploitative learning (EXPLOI) 136 -0,64 0,208 -3,047 0,466 0,413 1,109 
Intrinsic motivation (IM) 136 -0,691 0,208 -3,290 -0,068 0,413 -0,162 
Identified reg. (IDEN) 136 -0,374 0,208 -1,781 -0,081 0,413 -0,193 
External reg. (EXTR) 136 -0,373 0,208 -1,776 -0,126 0,413 -0,300 
Introjected reg. (INJR) 136 -0,166 0,208 -0,790 -0,001 0,413 -0,002 
Integrated reg. (INTEG) 136 -0,482 0,208 -2,294 -0,412 0,413 -0,981 
Self-Efficacy (SEL) 136 -0,245 0,208 -1,166 0,101 0,413 0,240 
 
Table 6 Correlation matrix 
  LC XPLOR KC XPLOI IM SEL EM* IDEN EXTR INJR INTEG 
LC (0,760) 
          
EXPLOR 0,443 (0,839) 
         
KC 0,515 0,195 (0,757) 
        
XPLOI 0,327 0,569 0,314 (0,754) 
       
IM 0,371 0,507 0,203 0,484 (0,875) 
      
SEL 0,123 0,373 0,043 0,435 0,421 (0,696) 
 
   
 
EM* 0,265 0,259 0,245 0,321 0,502 0,344 (0,548) 
    
IDEN 0,35 0,293 0,202 0,256 0,331 0,166 0,704 (0,730) 
   
EXTR 0,013 -0,087 0,157 -0,007 -0,045 0,032 0,476 0,212 (0,828) 
  
INJR 0,136 0,23 0,079 0,206 0,561 0,335 0,805 0,402 0,175 (0,814) 
 
INTEG 0,215 0,235 0,184 0,325 0,371 0,264 0,732 0,34 0,038 0,434 (0,784) 
(0,000): square root of AVE 
* Correlation of Extrinsic motivation (EM) calculated with SmartPLS 
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Table 7 Tests of Normality using the Kolmogorov-Smirnova test 
 
Kolmogorov-Smirnova 
Statistic Df Sig. 
Empowerment (LC) ,079 136 ,035 
Explorative learning (EXPLOR) ,100 136 ,002 
Knowledge conversion (KC) ,118 136 ,000 
Identified regulation (IDEN) ,115 136 ,000 
External regulation (EXTR) ,098 136 ,003 
Introjected regulation (INTEG) ,108 136 ,000 
Self-Efficacy (SEL) ,086 136 ,015 
Intrinsic motivation (IM) ,150 136 ,000 
Exploitative learning (EXPLOI) ,119 136 ,000 
Integrated regulation (INTEG) ,126 136 ,000 
 
Empowerment and Explorative Learning 
 
Knowledge Conversion and Exploitative Learning 
 
Linearity between different types of learning 
 
 
Figure 3 Scatter plots – Linearity 
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Table 8 Reliability scores of the constructs 
Construct Items Cronbach Alpha AVE Composite VIF 
Exploitative learning (XPLOI) 5 0,8107 0,5684 0,8680 1,338 
Explorative learning (XPLOR) 5 0,8934 0,7046 0,9221 1,404 
Knowledge conversion (KC) 4 0,7806 0,5735 0,8428 1,080 
Empowerment (LC) 5 0,8189 0,5777 0,8721 1,162 
Intrinsic Motivation (IM) 3 0,8467 0,7654 0,9073 1,390 
Self-Efficacy (SEL) 4 0,7385 0,4844 0,8235 1,150 
Extrinsic Motivation (EM) 
    
 
 
Identified regulation (MOT_IDEN) 3 0,5570 0,5325 0,7720 1,303 
 
External Regulation (MOT_EXTR) 3 0,8035 0,6850 0,8652 1,084 
 
Introjected regulation (MOT_INJR) 3 0,7678 0,6624 0,8503 1,466 
  Integrated Regulation (MOT_INTEG) 3 0,6825 0,6146 0,8254 1,314 
 
4.4 ANALYSIS OF EMPOWERMENT AND EXPLORATIVE LEARNING 
4.4.1 MEASUREMENT MODEL ANALYSIS 
The reliability and validity of the measurement model was first measured before the 
relationships were assessed between the constructs (Hulland, 1999). To evaluate the 
measurement model the Cronbach’s Alpha, composite reliability, average variance extracted 
(AVE), discriminant validity of the constructs were calculated (Fornell, 1981). The 
convergent reliability was evaluated using the loadings of the construct. The variables were 
also verified on multicollinearity by calculating their variance inflator factor (VIF) (Hair, 
Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 1998). The measurement model was evaluated with PLS 
by using SmartPLS and SPSS. All the factor loadings were calculated in SPSS using a factor 
analysis with the principal component analysis as extraction method. Most of the standard 
factor loadings of the constructs were higher or around 0.7 and were statistically significant, 
see Appendix J. This is not the case for self-efficacy where it was decided to remove three 
indicators with the lowest loadings: SEL1 ( .499), SEL7 ( .543) and SEL8 ( .496). This way all 
the constructs showed an acceptable convergent validity of the measures. This 
measurement model showed a high reliability of each measurement item. Each item was 
explaining at least 50% of their respective measurement item’s variance (Bagozzi & Yi, 
1988). The Goodness-of-Fit value for the model was based on the formula mentioned by 
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Tenenhaus, Vinzi, Chatelin, and Lauro (2005). The Gof-value was .48 which shows a good 
model fit of the latent variables. 
The reliability of the measurements were assessed using Cronbach’s Alpha (Nunnally, 
1978) and the composite reliability measures (Fornell, 1981). These values were measured 
using SmartPLS. The Cronbach’s Alpha values for all the indicators were above the 
recommended threshold of 0.7 for survey scales (Nunnally, 1978). The internal consistency 
was validated using the composite reliability (Fornell, 1981), all values are well above the 
recommended limit of 0.7 . The AVE’s are all above the recommended limit of 0.5 (Fornell, 
1981). Self-efficacy was just below this limit (AVE=.48), removing extra indicators could 
increase the AVE but then important info can be lost. Therefore, it was decided to accept 
this value. An overview of these results can be found in Table 8.  
The discriminant validity was evaluated to verify if the measures do not relate too 
highly with other measures. First, the square root of the AVE was calculated for each 
construct (Hulland, 1999). This was compared with the correlations of the constructs which 
may not be higher than the square root of the AVE’s. These results can be found in Table 6 
with the correlation matrix. Secondly, the cross loadings of the items were verified that no 
item loads more highly on another construct (Hulland, 1999). The results of the cross 
loadings can be found in Appendix J. Based on these findings the discriminant validity was 
successfully verified. The assessment for multicollinearity was calculated in SPSS and 
showed a VIF value ranging from 1.162 to 1.404. This is well below the recommended limit 
of 10 so we concluded no multicollinearity exist between the constructs (Hair et al., 1998).  
The reliability scores of the scales used in the research were similar as the reliability 
scores of the original items. For explorative learning a Cronbach’s Alpha was attained of .89 
(original: .85-.90), intrinsic motivation .85 (original: .80), Empowerment .82 (original: .90) 
and self-efficacy .73 (original: .85). This is a clear indication the reliability of the scales did 
not change significantly from the original scales and translation issues can be minimized. For 
self-efficacy the results of the factor loadings were validated against other studies (Chen et 
al., 2001; Urban, 2006). The factor loadings in this research were lower than the original 
scale and were lower compared with a similar study (Urban, 2006). No remarks were found 
in an earlier comparison studies which validated the general self-efficacy scale (Scherbaum, 
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Cohen-Charash, & Kern, 2006). Reasons for the removal of the three self-efficacy indicators, 
due to a too low factor loading, could be related to translation issues. Another issue 
affecting the validity could be that not all the levels of self-efficacy were present in the 
results. For self-efficacy a low standard deviation was found which could indicate all the 
results were around the same level. For the motivation scales, similar factor loadings were 
found as in the original study (Tremblay et al., 2009). No other studies were found, probably 
due to the recent development of this scale. 
4.4.2 CONTROL VARIABLES 
4.4.2.1 Gender 
When validating the regression for genders a significant regression model was found 
for the males,  R²= .10, F(1,84) = 8.86, p < 0.01 . The females also showed a significant 
regression, R²= .41, F(1,48) = 33.18, p < 0.01 . For both genders empowerment (LC) 
explained a significant proportion of variance in explorative learning scores. The detailed 
regression results are shown in Appendix N. During the PLS analysis this variable will be 
taken up as control variable in the model to verify if no significant impact is caused by the 
gender. 
4.4.2.2 Company sector 
The respondent needed to select the company sector he was employed, possible 
selections were the public sector, telecommunication, tourism, finance sector, consulting 
and other sectors. When validating the regression for genders a significant regression model 
was found for the finance sector,  R²= .55, F(1,11) = 13.44, p < 0.01 , for the public sector, 
R²= .29, F(1,35) = 14.39, p < 0.05 , for the ‘others’ sector, R²= .87, F(1,7) = 47.73, p < 0.01 , 
and for the tourism sector, R²= .23, F(1,24) = 7.14, p < 0.05. The detailed regression results 
are shown in Appendix N. This variable is also taken up into the PLS model to verify the 
impact of this control variable on the path results of the model. 
4.4.2.3 Tenure 
In the questionnaire the respondent needed to select the tenure range. Possible 
selections were 0-3 year, 3-5 year, 5-10 year and more than 10 years. When validating the 
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regression for the tenure groups a significant regression model was found for the range of 3-
5 year, R²= .25, F(1,15) = 4,96, p < 0.05 . For the group of >10 year also a significant 
regression was found, R²= .31, F(1,78) = 35.71, p < 0.01 . For these groups empowerment 
explained a significant proportion of variance in explorative learning scores. Other tenure 
groups did not show any significant regression results. The detailed regression results are 
shown in Appendix N. This variable is also taken up into the PLS model to verify the impact 
of this control variable on the path results of the model. 
4.4.2.4 Age 
During the questionnaire the respondent was asked to indicate the age range. 
Possible selection was the rage 18-30 year, 31-40 year, 40-50 year and >50 year. When 
validating the regression for the age groups a significant regression model was found for the 
age range of 18-30 year,  R²= .11, F(1,42) = 5.33, p < 0.05 . For the group of 31-40 year also a 
significant regression was found, R²= .50, F(1,60) = 58.99, p < 0.01 . For these age groups 
empowerment explained a significant proportion of variance in explorative learning scores. 
Other age groups did not show any significant regression results. The detailed regression 
results are shown in Appendix N. This variable is also taken up into the PLS model to verify 
the impact of this control variable on the path results of the model. 
4.4.2.5 Function Level 
The questionnaire contained an item to indicate the functional level of the 
employee. The respondent could select as function level management or employee. When 
validating the regression for these two groups a significant regression was found for the 
management level, R²= .27, F(1,24) = 8.91, p<0.01 ,and the employees, R²= .19, F(1,108) = 
25.85, p<0.01. The detailed regression results are shown in Appendix N. This variable is also 
taken up into the PLS model to verify the impact of this control variable on the path results 
of the model. 
4.4.3 STRUCTURAL MODEL ANALYSIS 
After the validation of the measurement model the causal relationships of the model 
was validated by using the partial least squares (PLS) method. The structural model used in 
this paper was a reflective model. The moderator effects were tested using interaction 
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terms created from the predictor and moderating construct (Chin et al., 2003). The 
indicators were centered before the creation of the interaction terms, this lowered the risk 
on multicollinearity between the variables (Wynne W. Chin, Barbara L. Marcolin, & 
Newsted, 2003). Finally, the path estimates and their significance level were calculated for 
the relationships between the constructs and of their moderating effects. The control 
variables were also included into the model, this to validate if the control variables did not 
have a significant impact on the path estimates. 
First the main effect was validated, the moderator effects intrinsic motivation and 
self-efficacy was added stepwise as described by Frazier, Tix, and Barron (2004). This helps 
to reduce the Type I errors as for each step was checked if the addition of the moderator 
resulted in a significant effect (Frazier et al., 2004). The results are also graphically displayed 
in appendix K. A bootstrapping method of sampling with replacement was used and 
standard errors computed on the basis of 200 samples. For calculating the main and 
interaction effect we used the same method as Wynne W. Chin et al. (2003). The main 
effect was calculated already including the moderating construct, secondly the effect was 
recalculated include the calculated interaction term. To reduce multicollinearity issues, the 
measures were mean-centered before these were calculated in the interaction term. 
Results indicated that a R² of 0.445 was found for the main effect on explorative 
learning, see Table 9. Empowerment showed a significant impact on explorative learning. A 
significant standardized beta was found for this path of 0.299 (p < 0.01). For exploitative 
learning also the main effect was validated. The results showed a R² of 0.311 with a 
significant path of 0.257 (p < 0.01). When validating these main effects with a regression 
analysis, see Appendix O, similar results could be found. The regression results for 
empowerment on exploitative learning showed a result of R²= .10, F(1,134) = 14.980, p < 
0.01. The regression for empowerment on explorative learning showed a results of R²= .20, 
F(1,134) = 32.787, p < 0.01. 
When including the interaction term intrinsic motivation in step 2, a R² was found of 
0.459. The path of the interaction term (LC*IM) was estimated as -0.140 (p < 0.10). An 
overview of the PLS results of the interaction term (LC*IM) can be found in Table 9.  The 
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effect size of the intrinsic motivation interaction was measured using this 
calculation(Henseler et al., 2009):  
f²=(Rwith_moderator-Rwithout_moderator)/(1- Rwithout_moderator) 
The interaction effect of intrinsic motivation had an effect size of 0.03 .  The f² of 0.02, 0.15, 
and 0.35 are regarded as small, medium, and large, respectively (Henseler et al., 2009). The 
intrinsic motivation effect can therefore be defined as a small but significant effect. The final 
step included the verification of the interaction terms for self-efficacy (LC*SEL) and extrinsic 
motivation (LC*EM). The path of these interaction terms showed both not significant 
results.  
Table 9 PLS results model Empowerment-Explorative learning 
  Β R² 
Main effect 
  
Empowerment (LC) -> Explorative learning 0,299* 0,445 
Empowerment (LC)-> Exploitative learning 0,257* 0,311 
Self-efficacy (SEL)-> Explorative learning 0,180** 
 
Intrinsic motivation (IM)-> Explorative learning 0,288* 
 
Extrinsic motivation (EM)-> Explorative learning NS  
   
Interaction effect 
  
Interaction intrinsic motivation-> Explorative learning -0,140*** 0,459  
Interaction extrinsic motivation-> Explorative learning NS  
Interaction term self-efficacy-> Explorative learning NS  
NS: non significant, * >99% sign., ** > 95% sign., *** >90% sign. 
4.5 ANALYSIS OF KNOWLEDGE CONVERSION AND EXPLOITATIVE LEARNING 
4.5.1 MEASUREMENT MODEL ANALYSIS 
The measurement model of the knowledge conversion and exploitative learning was 
also evaluated with PLS using SmartPLS and SPSS. All the factor loadings were calculated in 
SPSS using a factor analysis based on principal component analysis as extraction method. 
For extrinsic motivation a second order latent variable was created which consisted out of 
external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation and integrated regulation. 
Most of the standard factor loadings of the constructs were higher or around 0.7 , see 
Appendix J. This is not the case for self-efficacy where it was decided to remove the three 
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indicators with the lowest loadings: SEL1 (.499), SEL7 (.543) and SEL8 (.496). Another factor 
was decided to be removed from exploitative learning; EXPLOI3 was removed for further 
analysis as the loading value was very low (.238). By removing these factors, all the 
constructs showed an acceptable convergent validity. The Goodness-of-Fit value for the 
model was based on the formula mentioned by Tenenhaus et al. (2005). The Gof-value was 
.40 which shows an acceptable model fit of the latent variables. The measurement scales 
reliability were assessed using Cronbach’s Alpha (Nunnally, 1978) and the composite 
reliability measures (Fornell, 1981) were calculated using SmartPLS. The reliability scores are 
presented in Table 8. The Cronbach’s Alpha values for the indicators of exploitative learning, 
knowledge conversion, self-efficacy, external integration and introjected regulation  were 
above the recommended threshold of 0.7 for survey scales (Nunnally, 1978). Integrated and 
identified regulation of extrinsic motivation was below this threshold of 0.7 . As the other 
reliability measures were found positive, we did not remove one of their indicators. These 
constructs contained only three indicators and removing extra indicators will increase the 
risk of losing important information of the identified regulation variable. The internal 
consistency was calculated in SmartPLS and validated using the composite reliability 
measures (Fornell, 1981). All values were as well above the recommended limit of 0.7. The 
AVE’s of the extrinsic motivation, knowledge conversion and exploitative learning constructs 
were all above the recommended limit of 0.5 (Fornell, 1981). Self-efficacy was very close to 
this 0.5 limit. These results can be found in Table 8.  
The discriminant validity was evaluated to verify if the measures do not relate too 
highly with other measures. First the square root of the AVE was calculated for each 
construct (Hulland, 1999). These results were compared with the correlations of the 
constructs which may not be higher than the square root of the AVE’s. The results can be 
found in Table 8. Secondly the cross loadings of the items were verified that no item loads 
more highly on another construct (Hulland, 1999). The results of the cross loadings can be 
found in Appendix J. Based on these findings the discriminant validity was successfully 
verified. The assessment for multicollinearity showed a VIF value ranging from 1.080 to 
1.466. This is well below the recommended limit of 10 so we concluded no multicollinearity 
exist between the constructs (Hair et al., 1998). 
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Similar results were found when comparing the scores of original measurement 
scale. For Exploitative learning a result of .81 (original=.81) was found, knowledge 
conversion .78 (original=.90), integrated regulation .68 (original=.83), identified regulation 
.557 (original=.67), introjected regulation .76 (original=.70), external regulation .80 
(original=.77) and self-efficacy .73 (original=.85). This shows the reliability of the scales were 
still similar in comparison with the translated items. For explorative and exploitative 
learning no difference could be found in the factor loadings of the original scale study or 
similar studies (Mom et al., 2006; A. K. Smith, 2010). The low loading of EXPLOI3 could not 
be explained and is probably caused due to the reverse loading of the item.  
4.5.2 CONTROL VARIABLES 
4.5.2.1 Gender 
When validating the regression for genders a significant regression model was found 
for the females,  R²= .19, F(1,48) = 11.31, p < 0.01 . The regression of the males was not 
significant. Only the females showed that knowledge conversion explained a significant 
proportion of variance in exploitative learning scores. The detailed regression results are 
shown in Appendix N. During the PLS analysis this variable will be taken up as control 
variable in the model to verify if this resulted not in a significant impact is caused by the 
gender.  
4.5.2.2 Company sector 
The sectors which could be selected by the respondents were the public sector, 
telecommunication, finance sector, consulting and other sectors. When validating the 
regression for all the different sectors no significant regression was found. The detailed 
regression results are shown in Appendix N. As no significant regression could be found we 
will validate this control variable into the PLS analysis to verify if this variable is not 
influencing the results. 
4.5.2.3 Tenure 
In the questionnaire the respondent needed to select the tenure range. Possible 
selections were 0-3 year, 3-5 year, 5-10 year and more than 10 years. When validating the 
regression for the tenure groups a significant regression model was found for the group of 
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>10 year, R²= .01, F(1,78) = 8,172, p < 0.01 . This model is not explaining the variance in the 
exploitative learning process by knowledge conversion for tenure greater than 10 years. 
Other tenure groups did not show any significant regression results. This variable is also 
taken up into the PLS model to verify that no impact caused by this control variable on the 
path results of the model. 
4.5.2.4 Age 
During the questionnaire the respondent was asked to indicate the age range. 
Possible selection was the rage 18-30 year, 31-40 year, 40-50 year and >50 year. When 
validating the regression for the age groups a significant regression model was found for the 
age range of 31-40 year,  R²= .21, F(1,60) = 16.29, p < 0.01 . The detailed regression results 
are shown in Appendix N. This variable is also taken up into the PLS model to verify the 
impact of this control variable on the path results of the model. 
4.5.2.5 Functional level 
The questionnaire contained an item to indicate the functional level of the 
employee. The respondent could select as function level management or employee. When 
validating the regression for these two groups a significant regression was found for the 
employees, R²= .08, F(1,108) = 9.70, p < 0.01. The detailed regression results are shown in 
Appendix N. This variable is also taken up into the PLS model to verify the impact of this 
control variable on the path results of the model. 
4.5.3 STRUCTURAL MODEL ANALYSIS 
After validating the measurement model and found acceptable, the structural model 
was assessed. First the main effect was validated, the moderator effects of extrinsic 
motivation and self-efficacy were added stepwise as described by Frazier et al. (2004). This 
helps to reduce the Type I errors as each step will be checked if the addition of the 
moderator resulted in a significant effect (Frazier et al., 2004). The results are also 
graphically displayed in appendix K. A bootstrapping method of sampling with replacement 
was used and standard errors were computed on the basis of 200 samples. For calculating 
the main and interaction effect we used the same method as Wynne W. Chin et al. (2003). 
First, the main effect was calculated including the
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effect was recalculated including the calculated interaction term. To reduce multicollinearity 
issues, the measures were mean-centered before these were calculated in the interaction 
term. Results indicated that a R² of 0.468 was found for the main effect on exploitative 
learning, see Table 10.  A significant beta was found for this path of 0.208 (p < 0.01). The 
main effect for knowledge conversion on explorative learning showed a R² of 0.211 with a 
significant path estimate of 0.253 (p < 0.01). When validating these main effects with a 
regression analysis, see Appendix O, similar results could be found. The regression for 
knowledge conversion on exploitative learning showed a result of R²= 0.07, F(1,134) = 9.702, 
p < 0.01. The regression for knowledge conversion on explorative learning showed a results 
of R²= 0.04, F(1,134) = 5.293, p < 0.05. 
When including the interaction terms for self-efficacy, a R² was found of 0.489 with a 
path estimate of -0.172 (p < 0.10).  The interaction effect f² of self-efficacy had an effect size 
of 0.04.  The f² of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 are regarded as small, medium, and large, respectively 
(Henseler et al., 2009). The self-efficacy effect could be defined as small and significant 
effect. When validating the interaction effect of intrinsic motivation, a R² was found of 0.507 
with a path estimate of -0,231 (p < 0.01). The interaction effect of intrinsic motivation had 
an effect size of 0.07 which show a small to medium effect. The final step included the 
verification of the interaction term extrinsic motivation (KC*EM). The path of this 
interaction term was not significant.  
Table 10 PLS results KC-EXPLOI 
  Β R² 
Main effect 
  
Knowledge conversion (KC)->Exploitative learning 0,208* 0,468 
Knowledge conversion (KC)->Explorative learning 0,253* 0,211 
Extrinsic motivation (EM)-> Exploitative learning 0,050** 
 
Intrinsic motivation (IM)-> Exploitative learning 0,285*  
Self-Efficacy (SEL) ->Exploitative learning 0,121***  
   
Interaction effect   
Interaction self-efficacy ->Exploitative learning -0,172*** 0,489 
Interaction Extrinsic motivation->Exploitative learning Ns  
Interaction Intrinsic motivation->Exploitative learning -0,231* 0,507 
ns: non significant, *>99% sign. , ** > 95% sign. , *** > 90% sign. 
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4.6 IMPACT CONTROL VARIABLES 
When adding the control variables to both structural models no big significant 
differences were found on the results of the path estimated for the interaction terms. 
Adding the age, tenure, function and gender of the respondents did not impact the PLS 
results significantly. Only when the company sector was added a small effect was noticed in 
both models. The t-values of the interaction terms dropped with a value of around 0.3. This 
indicates the company sector has a slight impact on moderating effects of motivation and 
self-efficacy. For this research it was not possible to compare the different cases for each 
sector as the number of cases were too low for a significant PLS analysis. 
4.7 ANALYSIS OF EXPLORATIVE AND EXPLOITATIVE LEARNING 
As discussed during the literature overview, explorative and exploitative learning 
have similarities and both types can even correlate. This correlation can also be found in the 
correlation matrix, shown in Table 6. A strong correlation is found between explorative and 
exploitative learning, r=0.57,  p<0,01. When validating this relationship with a regression 
analysis, the same conclusion could be found, R²= .35, F(1,134) = 71.034, p < 0.01. This 
regression is also shown graphically in Figure 3. 
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5. DISCUSSION 
5.1 RESULTS 
After writing down the results of the research some remarks can be added before 
coming to a final conclusion. First, these results showed that the different types of 
organizational learning did not have different antecedents. The empowerment levels and 
knowledge conversion capabilities in an organization both contribute to explorative and 
exploitative learning. This is not supporting the theory described by Grinsven and Visser 
(2011) which was mainly based on theoretical findings. The reason for our results could be 
the high correlation between explorative and exploitative learning within this research. This 
correlation was also theoretically described by Gupta et al. (2006). He described that 
companies could strive for both explorative and exploitative learning. Due to this 
correlation, the results could show a similar effect of the antecedents on both types of 
learning. For example, a company with high explorative learning levels will probably have 
high levels of exploitative learning. In this case, when measuring the antecedents, high 
levels of empowerment within the organization will contribute to explorative learning and 
the results could also show a positive effect on the level of exploitative learning. 
When investigating the impact of the actional-personal elements on the relationship 
between the antecedents and the different types of learning, similar remarks can be 
noticed. First, when validating the impact of intrinsic motivation, the results showed that 
intrinsic motivation had a small but significant impact on the relationship between both 
antecedents and the different types of learning. This is not supporting the hypothesis that 
intrinsic motivation has only an impact on the relationship between empowerment levels in 
the organization and explorative learning. The reason could also be the high correlation 
between explorative and exploitative learning as mentioned before. People with a high 
intrinsic motivation could influence positively the relationship between the antecedent 
empowerment and explorative learning. As a high explorative learning relates with high 
exploitative learning in an organization, results can also indicate a positive effect of intrinsic 
motivation on this exploitative learning. Due to these finding we can conclude intrinsic 
motivation has an impact on organizational learning, we cannot conclude there is only an 
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impact on one type of organizational learning. How can this intrinsic motivation be 
influenced? The cognitive evaluation theory (CET) suggests that intrinsic motivation of a 
person can be increased if the feeling of competence exists together with a sense of 
autonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2000). This CET-theory only applies on tasks which hold intrinsic 
motivation for the individual(Ryan & Deci, 2000). This implies that employees first need to 
be selected on their intrinsic motivation in performing specific tasks. Secondly, the 
motivation of these employees need to be catalyzed to get more curiosity, autonomy and 
desire for challenge in performing the specific tasks (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Therefore, actions 
need to be taken by the human resource department to select the correct people and 
management needs to stimulate the intrinsic motivation of the employees. 
 Secondly, extrinsic motivation is not showing any significant results on the 
relationship between the antecedents and both types of learning. This is not supporting the 
hypothesis that extrinsic motivation has a moderating impact on the relationship between 
knowledge conversion and exploitative learning. The results also showed that no influence 
of extrinsic motivation could be found on the relationship between the organizational 
empowerment levels and explorative learning. This is supporting our hypothesis but we 
cannot conclude extrinsic motivation is impacting different types of learning.  The results 
showed that extrinsic motivation does not influence organizational learning at all. 
The last actional-personal element, self-efficacy, showed a non-significant impact on 
the relationship between empowerment and explorative learning which is not supporting 
our hypothesis. In the correlation results, see Table 6, we see a high correlation between 
intrinsic motivation and self-efficacy. There can still be an indirect effect of self-efficacy on 
the relationship between empowerment and explorative learning. Investigations of the 
relationships between personal factors were not in scope of this research so this could be 
investigated more in detail during further research. The impact of self-efficacy on the 
relationship between knowledge conversion and exploitative learning was found small but 
significant which is supporting our hypothesis.  
To conclude the results chapter, we could say something about the company sector 
which was added as one of the control variables but showed some impact on the results. 
This is not completely a surprise as Fiol and Lyles (1985) describe that contextual factors can 
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have a big influence on the processes how organizations learn. One of these factors is the 
competitive environment; if a sector is too dynamic then learning will not occur. Also too 
much stability will lead to dysfunctional learning processes (Fiol & Lyles, 1985). Future 
investigation should be done on how the personal factors influence the learning process 
within different company sectors. 
5.2 SUMMARY 
To summarize the results, an overview of hypotheses and path results are respectively 
shown in Table 11 and Figure 4.  
 
Figure 4 Summary path results and correlation between explorative and exploitative learning 
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Table 11 Summary hypotheses 
Hypothesis Supported 
Hypothesis 1a: The knowledge conversion 
capabilities of an organization have a positive 
influence on the exploitative learning within the 
organization. 
Supported 
Hypothesis 1b: The empowerment level within an 
organization will have no influence on the 
exploitative learning within the organization. 
Not supported 
Hypothesis 2a: The empowerment level within an 
organization will have a positive impact on the 
explorative learning within the organization. 
Supported 
Hypothesis 2b: The knowledge conversion 
capabilities of an organization will have no 
influence on the explorative learning within the 
organization.  
Not supported 
Hypothesis 3a: Intrinsic motivation moderates the 
relationship between perceived empowerment 
and explorative learning. 
Supported 
Hypothesis 3b: Intrinsic motivation does not 
moderate the relationship between knowledge 
conversion and exploitative learning. 
Not supported 
Hypothesis 4a: Extrinsic motivation moderates the 
relationship between knowledge conversion and 
exploitative learning. 
Not Supported 
Hypothesis 4b: Extrinsic motivation does not 
moderate the relationship between perceived 
empowerment and explorative learning. 
Supported 
Hypothesis 5: Self-efficacy moderates the 
relationship between employee empowerment 
and explorative learning.  
Not supported 
Hypothesis 6: Self-efficacy moderates the 
relationship between knowledge conversion and 
exploitative learning. 
Supported 
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6. CONCLUSION 
6.1 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 
This research is providing some theoretical contribution to the existing literature. 
First, empirical evidence was collected to verify the different antecedents for explorative 
and exploitative learning proposed by Grinsven and Visser (2011). The results of this 
research showed that both antecedents had an impact on the explorative and exploitative 
learning. Empowerment in an organization can lead to both explorative and exploitative 
learning while knowledge conversion capabilities can also lead to explorative and 
exploitative learning. These results are contradictory with the theory proposed by Grinsven 
and Visser (2011). As discussed in the results chapter, this could be related to correlation 
between explorative learning and exploitative learning.   
Secondly, some actional-personal factors were found to have a small effect on 
organizational learning. Intrinsic motivation of an individual was found to have a small 
influence. However, intrinsic motivation did not show a different influence on the 
explorative and exploitative learning. The other type of motivation, extrinsic motivation, did 
not show an influence at all on organizational learning. Explorative learning and exploitative 
learning were not influenced by the extrinsic motivation of an individual. Finally, self-
efficacy showed a positive influence on exploitative learning when the organization had 
some learning conversion capabilities in place. These findings contributed to the work of 
Schilling and Kluge (2009) by supporting some empirical evidence and by investigating 
actional-personal factors against different types of learning.  
6.2 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 
Some managerial advices can be provided based on the results of this research. First, 
it shows that empowerment or decentralized decision making in an organization can lead to 
organizational learning. The organization can also benefit from investments in knowledge 
conversion within the organization. Nonaka (1994) describes four methods which can help 
to improve the knowledge conversion: socialization, externalization, internalization and 
combination. Socialization converts tacit knowledge through interaction between 
individuals. Externalization is the conversion of tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge, for 
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example into databases and templates. Combination is the process in which explicit 
knowledge is compared with other, more complex explicit knowledge. Internalization will 
incorporate explicit knowledge into tacit knowledge. 
Next to these antecedents, some influencing factors were found. First, it is shown 
that intrinsic motivation can influence organizational learning in organizations. As the 
intrinsic motivation of an employee is difficult to increase, necessary actions need to be 
taken by the organization. For example, this could be done by setting up recruitment 
programs and the management of an organization needs to allocate the correct people to 
the correct tasks. The R&D-department of an organization could require the allocation of 
intrinsically motivated employees to stimulate the creation of new products or services. On 
the other hand, extrinsic motivation did not show an influence at all on the organizational 
learning processes, this could mean that rewarding the employees will not have an influence 
on the organizational learning processes. The improvement of new tasks or the creation of 
new services will not benefit from rewarding the employees. 
Secondly, when the organization is focusing on the optimization of existing tasks and 
procedures, then on top of the knowledge conversion, the self-efficacy of the employees 
could increase the results of exploitative learning. Management can provide the necessary 
training programs to increase the self-efficacy of the employees or could create an 
environment where the knowledge conversion is stimulated. 
6.3 LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
For future research, some limitations can be noticed. First, further investigation is 
needed for the antecedents of the different types of organizational learning. Empirical 
results could be collected from departments focusing on one type of organizational learning 
and their antecedents. This could allow the researcher to investigate the antecedents and 
their related type of learning more isolated. When investigating the antecedents and their 
related type of learning isolated, then it will allow the researcher to verify the impact of the 
actional-personal factors on the different types of learning more precisely. More empirical 
evidence could also support the correlation of the types of organizational learning and 
underpin the theory that both types can be found synchronously in big service 
organizations. It can be even questioned if it is really important to focus on the different 
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antecedents of the different types of learning as these types are highly correlated, 
investment in both antecedents could benefit both types of learning. 
 Secondly, only a specific set of the actional-personal factors were investigated 
during this research due to research constraints. Further investigation is needed on the 
influence of other personal factors such as self-esteem, opportunism, personal goal setting, 
stress and existing defense mechanisms in an organizational context. We also did not 
investigate the interrelated impact of the actional-personal factors. For example self-
efficacy can also influence the motivation of a person during the learning process (Bandura, 
1993; Zimmerman, 2000). Further investigation could include these influences impacting the 
actional-personal factors. Another future improvement is the impact of the actional-
personal factors over a longer period of time. This study is only a snapshot of the ongoing 
processes because the impact of the factors during a longer time was not investigated. For 
example, motivation is under influence of dispositional and situational factors (Gagne et al., 
2010). Results can differ due to the optimism of the person at the moment of questioning 
(Gagne et al., 2010). Another point to investigate more in detail is the validity of the self-
efficacy scale. The factor loadings of this research were lower than the original scales which 
obliged us to remove some indicators. Finally, some limitations can be mentioned about the 
validity of this research. The study needs to be replicated within more different company 
sectors to investigate the impact of the company context on the actional-personal factors of 
an individual. Research between more different sectors will also improve the external 
validity.  
As a final conclusion, we can note that learning is a very complex process which can 
be influenced by many factors, personal and context related factors. Still a lot of empirical 
evidence is needed to investigate all these factors and their influence on the organizational 
learning process. Even the relationship between the different types of learning needs some 
attention during further research.  
 
 
*** 
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APPENDIX A: 4I FRAMEWORK 
 
 
Figure 5 Organizational Learning as a dynamic process (Crossan et al., 1999) 
 
Table 12 Different phases of the 4I-framework (Crossan et al., 1999) 
Phases 4I-
framework 
Definition 
Intuiting “Intuiting is the preconscious recognition of the pattern and/or 
possibilities inherent in a personal stream of experience. This 
process can affect the intuitive individual’s behavior, but it only 
affects others as they attempt to (inter)act with that individual.” 
(Crossan et al., 1999, p.525) 
 
Interpreting “Interpreting is the explaining of an insight, or idea to one’s self and 
to others. This process goes from the preverbal to the verbal and 
requires the development of language.” (Crossan et al., 1999, p.525) 
 
Integrating “Integrating: is the explaining of an insight, or idea to one’s self and 
to others. This process goes from the preverbal to the verbal and 
requires the development of language.” (Crossan et al., 1999, p. 525) 
 
Institutionalizing “Institutionalizing is the process of ensuring that routinized actions 
occur. Tasks are defined, actions specified and organizational 
mechanisms put in place to ensure that certain actions occur. 
Institutionalizing is the process of embedding learning that has 
occurred by individuals and groups into the institutions of the 
organization including systems, structures, procedures, and 
strategy.” (Crossan et al., 1999, p.525) 
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Table 13 Different levels covering the learning process (Crossan et al., 1999) 
Level Process Inputs/Outcomes 
Individual Intuiting Experience 
Images 
Metaphors 
 
 Interpreting Language 
Cognitive Map 
Conversation/Dialogue 
 
Group Integrating Shared understandings 
Mutual adjustment 
Interactive systems 
 
Organizations Institutionalizing Routines 
Diagnostic systems 
Rules and procedures 
 
APPENDIX B: KIM’S (1993) CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 
Figure 6 An integrated model of Organizational learning: OADI-Shared mental model (Kim, 1993) 
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APPENDIX C: DEFINITIONS ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING 
 
Table 14 overview definitions organizational learning 
Author Definition 
Argyris and Schön (1978) "Organizational learning occurs when members of  the 
organization act as  learning  agents  for  the  
organization, responding to changes in the internal 
and external environments of the  organization  by  
detecting  and  correcting errors in organizational 
theory in use, and embedding the results of  their 
inquiry in private images and shared maps of  
organization" (Argyris & Schön, 1978, p. 23). 
 
Fiol and Lyles (1985) “The process of improving actions through better 
knowledge and understanding” (Fiol & Lyles, 1985, p. 
803). 
 
Schilling and Kluge (2009) “We define OL as an organizationally regulated 
collective learning process in which individual and 
group-based learning experiences concerning the 
improvement of organizational performance and/or 
goals are transferred into organizational routines, 
processes and structures, which in turn affect the 
future learning activities of the organization’s 
members.” (Schilling & Kluge, 2009, p. 338). 
 
Huber (1991) “An entity learns if through its processing of 
information, the range of its potential behaviors is 
changed. “ (Huber, 1991, p.89) 
 
Cyert and March (1963) Cyert & March (1963) viewed organizational learning 
as an adaptive process where goals, attention rules 
and search rules became adapted to the experiences 
that are made within the organization.   
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APPENDIX D: TYPES OF ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING 
Table 15 Defintions types of learning 
Types of learning Definition 
Single loop, Double loop learning 
and Deutoro learning (Argyris & 
Schön, 1978) 
Single loop learning occurs when errors are 
detected in the current system and solved using 
the existing tasks. (Sambrook & Stewart, 2000) 
 
Double loop learning occurs when the system 
detecting the errors is changed. These changes 
are done in the system but will change current 
ways of thinking or acting. (Sambrook & 
Stewart, 2000) 
 
Deutero learning is changing the way of 
thinking. Similar to learning to learn. (Sambrook 
& Stewart, 2000) 
 
Explorative and exploitative 
learning (March, 1991) 
“Exploration includes things captured by terms 
such as search, variation, risk taking, 
experimentation, play, flexibility, discovery, 
innovation.” (March, 1991, p71) 
 
“Exploitation includes such things as refinement, 
choice, production, efficiency, 
selection, implementation, execution.” (March, 
1991, p71) 
 
Explorative and exploitative 
learning/Radical and incremental 
learning (Berson et al., 2006) 
“Exploration is variance-seeking and 
encompasses the constructs of creativity and 
innovation.” (Berson, 2006, p580)  
 
“Exploitation is reliability-seeking and 
incorporates learning of standard routines, 
transfer of existing knowledge, and incremental 
adaptation.” (Berson, 2006, p580) 
 
Lower-level and higher level 
learning (Fiol & Lyles, 1985) 
Lower-level learning: is the result of learning 
through repetition and routing. The outcome is 
standard operational procedures, success 
programs or new management systems. 
 
Higher-level learning: adjusting the overall 
mission, procedures or norms. Results are new 
frames of references, new skills for problem 
formulation or issue perception, new values, 
unlearning of past success programs and 
discrimination skills. 
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Types of learning Definition 
First-order and second-order 
learning (Adler & Clark, 1991). 
First-Order Learning: “This is learning based on 
repetition and on the associated incremental 
development of expertise” (Adler & Clark, 1991, 
p. 270).  
 
Second-Order Learning: “learning that 
transforms the goals of the process by explicit 
managerial or engineering action to change the 
technology, the equipment, the processes or the 
human capital in ways that augment 
capabilities” (Adler & Clark, 1991, p. 270). 
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APPENDIX E: OVERVIEW RESEARCH ON LEARNING 
 
Table 16 Overview studies on factors influencing organizational learning 
Author Title Description 
March and Olsen (1975) The Uncertainty of the Past: 
Organizational Learning 
Under Ambiguity 
 
Provided an overview of 
incomplete learning cycles. 
Kim (1993) The Link between Individual 
and Organizational Learning 
Extension of the incomplete 
learning cycles from March 
and Olsen (1975) 
 
Schilling and Kluge (2009) Barriers to organizational 
learning: An integration of 
theory and research 
Overview of all barriers 
found in existing literature 
base on the 4I-framework 
from Crossan et al. (1999) 
 
McCracken (2005) Towards a typology of 
managerial barriers to 
learning 
Categorization of manager 
types and the barriers they 
experience during the 
learning process.  
 
Sambrook and Stewart 
(2000) 
Factors influencing learning 
in European learning 
oriented organizations: 
issues for management 
Factors were identified in 
this study at organizational, 
personal and functional 
level. 
 
Elliot, Smith, and 
McGuinness (2000) 
Exploring the failure to 
learn: Crises and the barriers 
to learning 
Examination of the barriers 
of organizational learning 
during moments of crisis 
 
Schein (1993) How Can Organizations 
Learn Faster? The Challenge 
of Entering the Green Room 
Describes the impact of 
anxiety on organizational 
learning. 
 
McLaughlin, Paton, and 
Macbeth (2008) 
Barrier impact on 
organizational learning 
within complex 
organizations 
Barriers identified during 
knowledge sharing in 
complex supply chain 
situations. 
 
Schimmel and Muntslag 
(2009) 
Learning barriers: a 
framework for the 
examination of structural 
impediments to 
organizational change 
Identifies barriers of 
organizational learning 
related to single and double 
loop learning. 
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APPENDIX F: BARRIERS ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING 
 
Table 17 Barriers organizational learning, intuiting phase  (Schilling & Kluge, 2009) 
Barriers during the Intuiting phase 
Actional-
Personal 
- Biases and deficiencies of employees in their function as 
sensors of the organization  
- Superstitious learning 
- Lack of know-how concerning systematic failure analysis 
- Lack of motivation of the innovator 
- High level of stress 
- Professional identity characterized by first-order problem-
solving 
- Fear of disadvantages 
- Restrictive, controlling management style 
 
Structural-
organizational 
- Lack of clear, measurable goals and 
- performance feedback 
- Stocks and inventories which cover process errors 
- Narrow corporate identity 
- Monolithic corporate culture with homogeneous work 
force 
- Strict work rules and regulations 
- Narrow job descriptions and high division of labor (‘not my 
job’-phenomenon) 
- Organizational blame culture (scapegoating) 
 
Societal- 
Environmental 
- Complex, dynamic, and competitive market environments 
- Branch with unclear criteria of success 
- Cultural distance and low level of experience in the 
relevant culture 
- Complex, ambiguous, and difficult knowledge 
- Relevant, but implicit and immobile knowledge 
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Table 18 Barriers organizational learning, interpreting phase (Schilling & Kluge, 2009) 
Barriers during the Interpreting phase 
Actional-
Personal 
- Fear of loss of ownership and control of knowledge 
- Lack of political and social skills on part of the innovator 
and/or sponsor 
- Low status, confidence and trustworthiness of the 
innovator 
- Conflictual relationship between innovator and group 
- Perceived lack of relative advantage over existing practices 
- Lack of absorptive/retentive capacity on the part of the 
group members 
- Lack of motivation and anxiety on the part of the group 
members 
 
Structural-
organizational 
- Organizational silence 
- Status culture 
- Missing link between knowledge and 
- important organizational goals 
- High workload and frontline context 
- Failure-avoidance norms of the group 
- Ego-defenses of a strong collective identity 
- Divergent objectives, values and hidden agendas in the 
group 
 
Societal- 
Environmental 
- Knowledge incompatible with existing  occupational) 
mindsets 
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APPENDIX G: MOTIVATIONAL THEORY 
 
Table 19 Overview of theories on motivation (Ambrose, 1999) 
Theory Description 
Expectancy theory Motivation is a construct of three factors: 
expectancy, instrumentality and valence. These 
factors will determine the degree of effort the 
person will have to accomplish a task. 
(Ambrose, 1999) 
 
Goal setting theory Assigning difficult goals to employees will lead 
to more motivated people than assigning easy 
goals or no goals to employees. (Ambrose, 
1999) 
 
Equity theory Employees respond to situations in comparison 
with other employees (Ambrose, 1999). When 
someone receives more rewards or recognition 
for the same work or contribution, employees 
can get dissatisfied. 
 
Cognitive evaluation theory 
(Deci, 1975) 
Two motivational subsystems exist: intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation. The cognitive evaluation 
theory is a sub theory of the Self-Determination 
Theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). CET recognizes the 
social context factors which can influence 
intrinsic motivation. Interpersonal events and 
structures (ex. Rewards, feedback,..) which raise 
the feelings of competence during action can 
improve the intrinsic motivation. (Ryan & Deci, 
2000) 
 
Reinforcement or operant theory 
(Skinner, 1969) 
Focus of this theory is on the relationship 
between behavior and its consequences. 
Activities are influence  
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Figure 7 A taxonomy of human motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2000) 
 
 
Figure 8  Learning methods (Buckler, 1996) 
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APPENDIX H: SURVEY ITEMS  
EXPLORATIVE LEARNING ACTIVITIES 
Author: Mom et al. (2006) 
 
To what extent did you, last year, engage in work related activities that can be characterized 
as follows? (1 =to a very small extent, 7=to a very large extent) 
1. Searching for new possibilities with respect to products/ services, processes or 
markets 
2. Evaluating diverse options with respect to products/ services, processes or markets 
3. Focusing on strong renewal of products/ services or processes 
4. Activities requiring quite some adaptability of you 
5. Activities requiring you to learn new skills or knowledge 
 
EXPLOITATIVE LEARNING ACTIVITIES 
Author: Mom et al. (2006) 
 
To what extent did you, last year, engage in work related activities that can be characterized 
as follows? (1 =to a very small extent, 7=to a very large extent) 
1. Activities of which a lot of experience has been accumulated by yourself 
2. Activities which serve existing (internal) customers with existing services/ products 
3. Activities of which it is clear to you how to conduct them 
4. Activities primarily focused on achieving short-term goals 
5. Activities which you can properly conduct by using your present knowledge 
6. Activities which clearly fit into existing company policy 
 
SELF-EFFICACY 
Author: Chen et al. (2001): New General Self-Efficacy scale 
Indicate for each item: (1=‘strongly disagree’, 5=‘strongly agree’) 
1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself. 
2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 
3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. 
4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind. 
5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 
6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks. 
7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 
8. Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well. 
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MOTIVATION 
Author: Tremblay et al. (2009): Work Extrinsic and Intrinsic motivation scale 
Using the scale below, please indicate to what extent each of the following items 
corresponds to the reasons why you are presently involved in your work (1 = does not 
correspond at all, 7=corresponds exactly) 
1. Because this is the type of work I chose to do to attain a certain lifestyle. (IDNR). 
2. For the income it provides me. (EXTR) 
3. Because I derive much pleasure from learning new things. (IM) 
4. Because it has become a fundamental part of who I am. (INTEG) 
5. Because I want to succeed at this job, if not I would be very ashamed of myself. 
(INJR) 
6. Because I chose this type of work to attain my career goals. (IDNR) 
7. For the satisfaction I experience from taking on interesting challenges (IM). 
8. Because it allows me to earn money. (EXTR) 
9. Because it is part of the way in which I have chosen to live my life. (INTEG) 
10. Because I want to be very good at this work, otherwise I would be very disappointed. 
(INJR) 
11. Because I want to be a “winner” in life. (INJR) 
12. Because it is the type of work I have chosen to attain certain important objectives. 
(IDNR) 
13. For the satisfaction I experience when I am successful at doing difficult tasks. (IM) 
14. Because this type of work provides me with security. (EXTR) 
15. Because this job is a part of my life. (INTEG) 
 
Note: Intrinsic motivation (IM); integrated regulation (INTEG); identified regulation (IDNR) 
(1,7,14); introjected regulation (INJR); external regulation (EXTR) 
 
KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER 
Author: (Goh & Richards, 1997) 
1. I often have an opportunity to talk to other staff about successful programs or work 
activities in order to understand why they succeed. 
2. Failures are seldom constructively discussed in our organization (r). 
3. New work processes that may be useful to the organization as a whole are usually 
shared with all employees. 
4. We have a system that allows us to learn successful practices from other 
organizations. 
Note: (r) = reversed scored. 
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LEADERSHIP COMMITMENT AND EMPOWERMENT 
Author: (Goh & Richards, 1997) 
1. Senior managers in this organization resist change and are afraid of new ideas (r). 
2. Senior managers and employees in this organization share a common vision of what 
our work should accomplish. 
3. Managers in this organization can accept criticism without becoming overly 
defensive. 
4. Managers in this organization often provide useful feedback that helps to identify 
potential problems and opportunities. 
5. Managers in this organization frequently involve employees in important decisions. 
 
Note: (r) = reversed scored. 
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APPENDIX I: Translated survey items 
 
Introduction text 
Beste, 
Naar aanleiding van mijn masterthesis bij de Open Universiteit voer ik een onderzoek uit naar de 
invloed van de persoonlijke factoren op het leergedrag binnen organisaties. Hiervoor zou ik graag 
beroep op u willen doen.  
In de vragenlijst zijn er geen juiste of foute antwoorden. Antwoord dus eerlijk en naar eigen gevoel. 
Alle gegevens zullen strikt vertrouwelijk en anoniem behandeld worden. 
 
Het invullen van deze vragenlijst zal ongeveer 10 minuten in beslag nemen. 
 
Alvast bedankt voor uw medewerking! 
 
Bij vragen of opmerkingen, aarzel niet om me te contacteren. 
 
Nico Schaetsaert  
Explorative learning 
In welke mate werd je het laatste jaar betrokken bij de volgende activiteiten op de 
werkvloer. Gelieve een score aan te duiden van 1 (in zeer lage mate betrokken) tot 7(in zeer 
hoge mate betrokken). 
  1=in zeer lage mate             7=in zeer hoge mate 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Het zoeken naar nieuwe 
mogelijkheden ten opzichte van 
producten, services, processen of 
markten. 
       
2. Het evalueren van verschillende 
opties ten opzichte van producten, 
services, processen of markten. 
       
3. Activiteiten met focus op 
vernieuwing van producten, services 
of processen. 
       
4. Activiteiten die 
aanpassingsvermogen van u vereisten. 
       
5. Activiteiten waarbij het niet nodig 
was nieuwe kennis of vaardigheden 
aan te leren. (r) 
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Leadership commitment and Empowerment 
Duid voor elke stelling aan hoe sterk je akkoord bent. 
Gelieve een score aan te duiden van 1 (totaal niet akkoord) tot 7 (volledig akkoord). 
 1=in zeer lage mate          7=in zeer grote mate 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Het management in de organisatie 
verzet zich tegen veranderingen en is 
bang van nieuwe ideeën. (r) 
       
2. Het senior management en 
werknemers in de organisatie delen 
dezelfde visie over wat ons werk moet 
bereiken. 
       
3. Het management kan kritiek 
accepteren zonder in hoge mate 
defensief te reageren. 
       
4. Het management levert nuttige 
feedback welke kan helpen om 
potentiële problemen en kansen te 
identificeren. 
       
5. Managers in de organisatie 
betrekken de werknemers bij 
belangrijke beslissingen. 
       
 
Exploitative learning activities 
In welke mate werd je het laatste jaar betrokken in de volgende activiteiten op de 
werkvloer. Gelieve een score aan te duiden van 1 (in zeer lage mate betrokken) tot 7(in zeer 
hoge mate betrokken). 
  1=in zeer lage mate           7=in zeer grote mate 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Activiteiten waarbij jezelf veel 
ervaring hebt opgedaan. 
       
2. Activiteiten die bestaande (interne) 
klanten dienden met een bestaande 
dienst of producten. 
       
3. Activiteiten welke niet duidelijk 
waren voor u om deze correct af te 
handelen. (r) 
       
4. Activiteiten die vooral gericht waren 
om op korte termijn doelstellingen te 
behalen 
       
5. Activiteiten die je correct kon 
afhandelen door gebruik te maken van 
uw huidige kennis. 
       
6. Activiteiten welke duidelijk passen 
binnen het bestaande bedrijfsbeleid 
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Knowledge conversion 
Duid voor elke stelling aan hoe sterk je akkoord bent. 
Gelieve een score aan te duiden van 1 (totaal niet akkoord) tot 7 (volledig akkoord). 
 1=in zeer lage mate           7=in zeer grote mate 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Ik heb de kans om te spreken met 
andere werknemers over succesvolle 
activiteiten of programma’s om te 
begrijpen waarom deze succesvol 
waren. 
       
2. Mislukkingen worden zelden 
constructief besproken in de 
organisatie. (r) 
       
3. Nieuwe werkprocessen welke nuttig 
kunnen zijn voor de gehele organisatie 
worden gedeeld met alle werknemers. 
       
4. We hebben een systeem welke ons 
in staat stelt succesvolle praktijken van 
andere organisaties te leren. 
       
 
Self-efficacy 
Duid voor elke stelling aan hoe sterk je akkoord bent. Gelieve een score aan te duiden van 1 
(totaal niet akkoord) tot 5(volledig akkoord). 
 1=Totaal niet akkoord           5=volledige 
akkoord 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. Ik ben in staat om doelstellingen te behalen die ik 
mezelf heb voorgenomen. 
     
2. Bij het aanzien van moeilijke taken ben ik overtuigd 
deze tot een goed eind te brengen. 
     
3. In het algemeen, denk ik resultaten te behalen 
welke belangrijk zijn voor mezelf. 
     
4. Ik geloof erin dat ik kan slagen in inspanningen 
waarop ik mij focus. 
     
5. Ik ben in staat om succesvol uitdagingen te 
overwinnen. 
     
6. Ik ben overtuigd dat ik verschillende taken effectief 
kan uitvoeren. 
     
7. In vergelijking met andere personen, kan ik taken 
zeer goed uitvoeren. 
     
8. Als de zaken te moeilijk worden kan ik niet 
behoorlijk presteren. (r)  
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Motivation 
Gelieve aan te duiden voor elke stelling waarom je uw huidige job uitvoert.(1=totaal niet 
akkoord, 7=volledig akkoord). 
 1=totaal niet akkoord         7=volledig akkoord 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. dit type werk doe ik om een 
bepaalde levensstijl aan te houden. 
       
2. voor het inkomen het me bezorgt        
3. omdat ik veel plezier heb in nieuwe 
zaken bij te leren. 
       
4. omdat het een belangrijk deel van 
mezelf is geworden. 
       
5. omdat ik succesvol wil zijn in deze 
job en niet wil falen. 
       
6. omdat ik dit soort job kies voor mijn 
carrièreplannen. 
       
7. voor de voldoening die ik ervaar 
wanneer ik belangrijke uitdagingen 
opneem. 
       
8. omdat het me toelaat geld te 
verdienen 
       
9. omdat het deel uitmaakt van het 
leven welke ik heb gekozen. 
       
10. omdat ik zeer goed wil zijn in deze 
job. 
       
11. omdat ik een ‘winner’ wil zijn in het 
leven. 
       
12. omdat dit het type werk is welke ik 
heb gekozen om bepaalde belangrijke 
doelstellingen te volbrengen. 
       
13. voor de voldoening die ik ervaar 
wanneer ik succesvol moeilijke taken 
kan volbrengen. 
       
14. Dit soort werk bezorgt me de 
nodige zekerheid. 
       
15. Omdat ik wil dat de job geen deel is 
van mijn leven. (r) 
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Algemeen 
Wat is uw leeftijd?  
 
 
 In welke sector bent u tewerkgesteld? 
 Telecom 
 Toerisme 
 Overheid 
 Consulting 
 Andere 
 
Wat is uw geslacht? 
 Man 
 Vrouw 
 
 Hoeveel jaar werkervaring heeft u? 
 0-3 jaar 
 3-5 jaar 
 5-10 jaar 
 >10 jaar 
 
Wat is uw huidig functieniveau? 
 Senior management 
 Middle management 
 Werknemer 
 
 18-30 jaar 
 31-40 jaar 
 40-50 jaar 
 >50 jaar 
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APPENDIX J: FACTOR AND CROSS LOADINGS 
 
Table 20 Factor loadings for all indicators (calculated with SPSS) 
Construct Indicator Loadings 
LC LC1 0,676 
LC2 0,785 
LC3 0,793 
LC4 0,806 
LC5 0,746 
EXPLOR XPLOR1 0,874 
XPLOR2 0,873 
XPLOR3 0,919 
XPLOR4 0,786 
XPLOR5 0,731 
SEL SEL1 0,499 
 SEL2 0,576 
 SEL3 0,646 
 SEL4 0,752 
SEL5 0,728 
SEL6 0,630 
SEL7 0,543 
 SEL8 0,496 
IM MOT_IM_13 0,892 
MOT_IM_3 0,883 
  MOT_IM_7 0,850 
KC KC1 0,647 
 
KC2 0, 0,834 
 
KC3 0,822 
 
KC4 0,799 
EXTR MOT_EXTR_2 0,866 
 
MOT_EXTR_8 0,893 
 
MOT_EXTR_14 0,781 
IDEN MOT_IDNR_1 0,629 
 
MOT_IDNR_6 0,777 
 
MOT_IDNR_12 0,773 
INJR MOT_INTRJ_5 0,877 
 
MOT_INTRJ_10 0,853 
 
MOT_INTRJ_11 0,748 
INTEG MOT_INTR_15 0,884 
 
MOT_INTR_4 0,808 
 
MOT_INTR_9 0,647 
XPLOI XPLOI1 0,784 
 
XPLOI2 0,717 
 XPLOI3 0,238 
 
XPLOI4 0,760 
 
XPLOI5 0,749 
  XPLOI6 0,750 
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Table 21 Cross loadings factors  LC-EXPLOR(SmartPls) 
  EXPLOR IM LC SEL 
LC1 0,369 0,361 0,696 0,153 
LC2 0,226 0,258 0,738 0,172 
LC3 0,296 0,208 0,774 0,116 
LC4 0,438 0,311 0,830 0,177 
LC5 0,351 0,271 0,756 0,013 
MOT_IM_13 0,433 0,877 0,302 0,347 
MOT_IM_3 0,460 0,859 0,378 0,489 
MOT_IM_7 0,444 0,888 0,310 0,344 
SEL2 0,290 0,361 0,175 0,682 
SEL3 0,253 0,268 0,115 0,673 
SEL4 0,235 0,261 0,087 0,767 
SEL5 0,191 0,399 0,046 0,743 
SEL6 0,145 0,286 0,132 0,604 
XPLOR1 0,883 0,435 0,423 0,324 
XPLOR2 0,880 0,431 0,454 0,277 
XPLOR3 0,921 0,492 0,431 0,306 
XPLOR4 0,784 0,435 0,306 0,277 
XPLOR5 0,709 0,331 0,290 0,210 
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Table 22 Cross loadings factors KC-EXPLOI (SmartPls) 
  EM EXPLOI EXTR IDEN INJR INTEG KC SEL 
KC1 0,204 0,334 -0,007 0,152 0,241 0,125 0,800 0,221 
KC2 0,098 0,073 0,139 0,183 -0,088 0,095 0,704 -0,033 
KC3 0,168 0,161 0,194 0,173 0,015 0,129 0,723 -0,009 
KC4 0,213 0,255 0,160 0,150 0,109 0,189 0,796 0,022 
MOT_EXT_14 0,480 -0,026 0,849 0,163 0,234 0,228 0,134 0,118 
MOT_EXT_2 0,280 -0,070 0,807 0,161 0,046 -0,057 0,100 0,043 
MOT_EXT_8 0,394 -0,016 0,873 0,175 0,177 0,030 0,076 0,067 
MOT_IDEN_1 0,466 0,181 0,340 0,646 0,116 0,267 0,101 0,107 
MOT_IDEN_12 0,572 0,228 0,077 0,787 0,447 0,253 0,269 0,202 
MOT_IDEN_6 0,495 0,218 0,037 0,748 0,308 0,269 0,056 0,128 
MOT_INTEG_15 0,377 0,249 -0,089 0,136 0,292 0,588 0,207 0,167 
MOT_INTEG_4 0,620 0,322 0,012 0,302 0,406 0,881 0,214 0,259 
MOT_INTEG_9 0,677 0,216 0,252 0,360 0,370 0,850 0,055 0,141 
MOT_INTRJ_10 0,727 0,275 0,253 0,287 0,864 0,468 0,141 0,296 
MOT_INTRJ_11 0,575 0,057 0,159 0,375 0,739 0,230 0,066 0,274 
MOT_INTRJ_5 0,688 0,266 0,080 0,373 0,875 0,409 0,189 0,342 
SEL2 0,192 0,212 -0,029 0,242 0,188 0,100 0,038 0,611 
SEL3 0,277 0,273 0,186 0,037 0,239 0,280 0,131 0,720 
SEL4 0,254 0,185 0,062 0,218 0,204 0,194 0,065 0,742 
SEL5 0,239 0,190 -0,018 0,171 0,362 0,074 0,078 0,743 
SEL6 0,238 0,188 0,099 0,079 0,301 0,135 0,083 0,667 
XPLOI1 0,244 0,817 -0,047 0,222 0,185 0,264 0,267 0,203 
XPLOI2 0,184 0,726 -0,028 0,183 0,104 0,219 0,298 0,233 
XPLOI4 0,247 0,756 -0,073 0,198 0,235 0,257 0,167 0,092 
XPLOI5 0,256 0,715 0,029 0,164 0,216 0,256 0,285 0,300 
XPLOI6 0,283 0,752 -0,019 0,301 0,213 0,241 0,219 0,342 
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APPENDIX K: PLS PATH MODELS 
 
Figure 9 PLS results Main effect Empowerment-Explorative learning 
 
Figure 10 Bootstrap results Main effect Empowerment-Explorative learning 
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Figure 11 PLS results Interaction effect Empowerment-Explorative learning (Intrinsic motivation) 
 
Figure 12 Bootstrap results interaction effect Empowerment-Explorative learning (Intrinsic motivation) 
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Figure 13 Bootstrap results interaction effect Empowerment-Explorative learning (Self-Efficacy) 
 
Figure 14 Bootstrap results interaction effect Empowerment-Explorative learning (Extrinsic motivation) 
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Figure 15 PLS results main effect Knowledge conversion-Exploitative learning 
 
Figure 16 Bootstrap results main effect Knowledge conversion-Exploitative learning 
E F F E C T S  O F  P E R S O N A L  F A C T O R S  O N  L E A R N I N G  78 
 
 
Figure 17 PLS results interaction effect Knowledge conversion-Exploitative learning  (Self-efficacy) 
 
Figure 18 Bootstrap results interaction effect Knowledge conversion-Exploitative learning (Self-efficacy) 
E F F E C T S  O F  P E R S O N A L  F A C T O R S  O N  L E A R N I N G  79 
 
 
Figure 19 PLS results interaction effect Knowledge conversion-Exploitative learning (Intrinsic motivation) 
 
Figure 20 Bootstrap results interaction effect Knowledge conversion-Exploitative learning (Intrinsic motivation) 
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Figure 21 Bootstrap results interaction effect Knowledge conversion-Exploitative learning (Extrinsic motivation) 
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APPENDIX L: Q-Q PLOTS 
 
   
   
   
 
  
Figure 22 Q-QPlots 
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APPENDIX M: HISTOGRAMS AND BOXPLOTS 
 
Table 23 Histogram and boxplot antecedents of organizational learning 
Leadership commitment and empowerment 
 
 
 
Knowledge conversion 
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Table 24 Histogram and boxplot antecedents of organizational learning 
Explorative learning 
 
 
Exploitative Learning 
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Table 25 Histogram and box plot of self-efficacy 
Self-Efficacy 
 
 
 
Table 26 Histogram and box plot of motivational factors 
Intrinsic motivation 
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Extrinsic motivation – Identified regulation 
 
 
Extrinsic motivation – Integrated regulation 
 
 
Extrinsic motivation – Introjected regulation 
 
 
  
E F F E C T S  O F  P E R S O N A L  F A C T O R S  O N  L E A R N I N G  86 
 
Extrinsic motivation – External regulation 
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APPENDIX N: CONTROL VARIABLES - REGRESSION RESULTS 
 
EMPOWERMENT/EXPLORATIVE LEARNING 
Gender 
Table 27 Model summary (Gender group) 
Gender R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
Female ,639 ,409 ,396 1,18296 
Male ,309 ,095 ,085 1,37805 
 
Table 28 Anova results (Gender group) 
Gender 
  
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Female Regression 46,430 1 46,430 33,178 ,000 
Residual 67,171 48 1,399 
  
Total 113,601 49 
   
Male Regression 16,819 1 16,819 8,857 ,004 
Residual 159,517 84 1,899 
  
Total 176,335 85 
   
 
Table 29 Coefficients results (Gender group) 
Gender 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
Female (Constant) ,734 ,596 
 
1,231 ,224 
AV_LC ,875 ,152 ,639 5,760 ,000 
Male (Constant) 2,764 ,581 
 
4,761 ,000 
AV_LC ,426 ,143 ,309 2,976 ,004 
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Figure 23 Scatter plot empowerment/explorative learning for males and females 
Company sector 
Table 30 Model summary (Company sector) 
SECT R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
Other ,934 ,872 ,854 ,71164 
Finance ,742 ,550 ,509 1,20068 
Consultancy ,095 ,009 -,023 1,34903 
Public sector ,540 ,291 ,271 ,99580 
Telecom ,083 ,007 -,055 1,39146 
Tourism ,479 ,229 ,197 1,20908 
 
Table 31 Anova results regression (Company sector) 
SECTOR 
  
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Other Regression 24,171 1 24,171 47,727 ,000 
Residual 3,545 7 ,506 
  
Total 27,716 8 
   
Finance Regression 19,373 1 19,373 13,438 ,004 
Residual 15,858 11 1,442 
  
Total 35,231 12 
   
Consultancy Regression ,517 1 ,517 ,284 ,598 
Residual 56,416 31 1,820 
  
Total 56,933 32 
   
Public sector Regression 14,271 1 14,271 14,392 ,001 
Residual 34,706 35 ,992 
  
Total 48,977 36 
   
Telecom Regression ,212 1 ,212 ,110 ,745 
Residual 30,979 16 1,936 
  
Total 31,191 17 
   
Tourism Regression 10,430 1 10,430 7,135 ,013 
Residual 35,085 24 1,462 
  
Total 45,515 25 
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Table 32 Coefficient results (Company sector) 
Sector 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
Other (Constant) -,565 ,726 
 
-,778 ,462 
AV_LC 1,220 ,177 ,934 6,908 ,000 
Finance (Constant) -1,806 1,336 
 
-1,351 ,204 
AV_LC 1,448 ,395 ,742 3,666 ,004 
Consultancy (Constant) 5,099 1,088 
 
4,687 ,000 
AV_LC -,143 ,268 -,095 -,533 ,598 
Public sector (Constant) 1,469 ,654 
 
2,247 ,031 
AV_LC ,707 ,186 ,540 3,794 ,001 
Telecom (Constant) 4,974 1,239 
 
4,014 ,001 
AV_LC -,091 ,274 -,083 -,331 ,745 
Tourism (Constant) 2,287 1,068 
 
2,141 ,043 
AV_LC ,639 ,239 ,479 2,671 ,013 
 
  
  
Figure 24 Scatter plot empowerment/explorative learning for different company sectors 
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Age groups 
Table 33 Model summary regression results (Age groups) 
Age R R Square 
Adjusted  
R Square 
Std. Error  
of the Estimate 
>50 years ,573 ,328 ,244 ,76045 
18-30 years ,335 ,113 ,091 1,45512 
31-40 years ,704 ,496 ,487 1,01811 
40-50 years ,044 ,002 -,054 1,50056 
 
Table 34 Anova table regression LC-EXPLOR (Age groups) 
Age 
  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
>50 years Regression 2,258 1 2,258 3,904 ,084 
Residual 4,626 8 ,578 
  
Total 6,884 9 
   
18-30 years Regression 11,277 1 11,277 5,326 ,026 
Residual 88,929 42 2,117 
  
Total 100,206 43 
   
31-40 years Regression 61,143 1 61,143 58,987 ,000 
Residual 62,193 60 1,037 
  
Total 123,337 61 
   
40-50 years Regression ,078 1 ,078 ,035 ,855 
Residual 40,530 18 2,252 
  
Total 40,608 19       
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Table 35 Coefficient results (Age groups) 
Age 
  
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
>50 years (Constant) ,722 1,207 
 
,598 ,566 
AV_LC ,668 ,338 ,573 1,976 ,084 
18-30 years (Constant) 2,301 ,869 
 
2,650 ,011 
AV_LC ,460 ,199 ,335 2,308 ,026 
31-40 years (Constant) ,851 ,507 
 
1,676 ,099 
AV_LC ,999 ,130 ,704 7,680 ,000 
40-50 years (Constant) 3,762 1,116 
 
3,370 ,003 
AV_LC ,056 ,301 ,044 ,186 ,855 
 
  
Figure 25 Scatter plot empowerment/exploration for age ranges ( 18-30 and 31-40 year) 
 
Tenure 
Table 36 Model summary regression results (Tenure) 
Tenure R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
>10 years ,560 ,314 ,305 1,22413 
0-3 years ,858 ,736 ,603 1,17471 
3-5 years ,499 ,249 ,199 1,30419 
5-10 years ,059 ,003 -,027 1,38090 
 
  
E F F E C T S  O F  P E R S O N A L  F A C T O R S  O N  L E A R N I N G  92 
 
Table 37 Anova table regression LC-EXPLOR (Tenure) 
Tenure 
  Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
>10 years Regression 53,525 1 53,525 35,719 ,000 
Residual 116,882 78 1,498 
  
Total 170,408 79 
   
0-3 years Regression 7,680 1 7,680 5,565 ,142 
Residual 2,760 2 1,380 
  
Total 10,440 3 
   
3-5 years Regression 8,444 1 8,444 4,964 ,042 
Residual 25,514 15 1,701 
  
Total 33,958 16 
   
5-10 years Regression ,220 1 ,220 ,115 ,736 
Residual 62,927 33 1,907 
  
Total 63,147 34 
   
 
Table 38 Coefficient results (Tenure) 
Tenure 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
>10 years (Constant) 1,326 ,494 
 
2,685 ,009 
AV_LC ,766 ,128 ,560 5,977 ,000 
0-3 years (Constant) -1,083 2,192 
 
-,494 ,670 
AV_LC 1,329 ,563 ,858 2,359 ,142 
3-5 years (Constant) 1,368 1,131 
 
1,209 ,245 
AV_LC ,612 ,275 ,499 2,228 ,042 
5-10 years (Constant) 5,213 1,088 
 
4,789 ,000 
AV_LC -,086 ,253 -,059 -,340 ,736 
 
Figure 26 Scatter plot  Empowerment/Explorative learning for tenure range (3-5 and > 10 years) 
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Function 
Table 39 Model summary regression results (Function level) 
Function R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
Management ,520 ,271 ,240 1,40510 
Employee ,439 ,193 ,186 1,29379 
 
Table 40 Anova regression LC-EXPLOR (Function level) 
Function 
  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Management Regression 17,583 1 17,583 8,906 ,006 
Residual 47,383 24 1,974 
  
Total 64,966 25 
   
Employee Regression 43,262 1 43,262 25,845 ,000 
Residual 180,782 108 1,674 
  
Total 224,044 109 
   
 
Table 41 Coefficient results (Function level) 
Function 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
Management (Constant) ,813 1,339 
 
,607 ,549 
AV_LC 1,009 ,338 ,520 2,984 ,006 
Employee (Constant) 2,011 ,444 
 
4,524 ,000 
AV_LC ,562 ,111 ,439 5,084 ,000 
 
Figure 27 Scatter plot regression LC-XPLOI (Function)  
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KNOWLEDGE CONVERSION/EXPLOITATIVE LEARNING 
Gender 
Table 42 Model summary regression results (Gender) 
Gender R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
Female ,437 ,191 ,174 ,88184 
Male ,154 ,024 ,012 1,12119 
 
Table 43 Anova results LC-EXPLOR (Gender) 
Gender 
  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Female Regression 8,798 1 8,798 11,313 ,002 
Residual 37,327 48 ,778 
  
Total 46,125 49 
   
Male Regression 2,558 1 2,558 2,035 ,157 
Residual 105,593 84 1,257 
  
Total 108,152 85 
   
 
Table 44 Coefficient results (Gender) 
Gender 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
Female (Constant) 2,667 ,530 
 
5,030 ,000 
AV_EXPLOI_2 ,375 ,111 ,437 3,364 ,002 
Male (Constant) 3,392 ,772 
 
4,394 ,000 
AV_EXPLOI_2 ,208 ,146 ,154 1,427 ,157 
 
Company 
Table 45 Model summary regression results (Company) 
SECT R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
Other ,577 ,333 ,237 1,18146 
Finance ,456 ,208 ,136 1,36528 
Consultancy ,073 ,005 -,027 ,66084 
Public sector ,204 ,042 ,014 ,89761 
Telecom ,072 ,005 -,057 ,74795 
Tourism ,133 ,018 -,023 ,63467 
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Table 46 Anova results LC-EXPLOR (Company) 
Company sector 
  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Other Regression 4,869 1 4,869 3,488 ,104 
Residual 9,771 7 1,396 
  
Total 14,640 8 
   
Finance Regression 5,373 1 5,373 2,883 ,118 
Residual 20,504 11 1,864 
  
Total 25,877 12 
   
Consultancy Regression ,072 1 ,072 ,164 ,688 
Residual 13,538 31 ,437 
  
Total 13,610 32 
   
Public sector Regression 1,229 1 1,229 1,526 ,225 
Residual 28,200 35 ,806 
  
Total 29,429 36 
   
Telecom Regression ,047 1 ,047 ,084 ,776 
Residual 8,951 16 ,559 
  
Total 8,998 17 
   
Tourism Regression ,174 1 ,174 ,433 ,517 
Residual 9,667 24 ,403 
  
Total 9,842 25 
   
 
Table 47 Coefficient results (Company) 
Company sector 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
Other (Constant) 2,116 1,387 
 
1,526 ,171 
AV_KC ,569 ,305 ,577 1,868 ,104 
Finance (Constant) 2,222 1,122 
 
1,980 ,073 
AV_KC ,411 ,242 ,456 1,698 ,118 
Consultancy (Constant) 5,076 ,574 
 
8,850 ,000 
AV_KC ,050 ,124 ,073 ,405 ,688 
Public sector (Constant) 3,807 ,706 
 
5,392 ,000 
AV_KC ,199 ,161 ,204 1,235 ,225 
Telecom (Constant) 5,802 ,756 
 
7,675 ,000 
AV_KC -,046 ,158 -,072 -,290 ,776 
Tourism (Constant) 4,973 ,603 
 
8,248 ,000 
AV_KC ,086 ,130 ,133 ,658 ,517 
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Tenure 
Table 48 Model summary regression results (tenure) 
Tenure R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
>10 years ,308 ,095 ,083 1,02603 
0-3 years ,077 ,006 -,491 1,55104 
3-5 years ,443 ,196 ,143 ,74493 
5-10 years ,085 ,007 -,023 ,80661 
 
Table 49 Anova results LC-EXPLOR (tenure) 
Tenure 
  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
>10 years Regression 8,603 1 8,603 8,172 ,005 
Residual 82,113 78 1,053 
  
Total 90,716 79 
   
0-3 years Regression ,029 1 ,029 ,012 ,923 
Residual 4,811 2 2,406 
  
Total 4,840 3 
   
3-5 years Regression 2,034 1 2,034 3,665 ,075 
Residual 8,324 15 ,555 
  
Total 10,358 16 
   
5-10 years Regression ,157 1 ,157 ,241 ,627 
Residual 21,470 33 ,651 
  
Total 21,627 34 
   
 
Table 50 Coefficient results (tenure) 
Tenure 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
>10 years (Constant) 3,635 ,455 
 
7,994 ,000 
AV_KC ,286 ,100 ,308 2,859 ,005 
0-3 years (Constant) 4,657 7,773 
 
,599 ,610 
AV_KC ,229 2,097 ,077 ,109 ,923 
3-5 years (Constant) 3,115 ,904 
 
3,444 ,004 
AV_KC ,365 ,191 ,443 1,914 ,075 
5-10 years (Constant) 4,978 ,687 
 
7,248 ,000 
AV_KC ,073 ,148 ,085 ,491 ,627 
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Age 
Table 51 Model summary regression results (age) 
Age R R Square 
Adjusted 
 R Square 
Std. Error  
of the Estimate 
>50 years ,181 ,033 -,088 ,73066 
18-30 years ,138 ,019 -,004 ,78939 
31-40 years ,461 ,213 ,199 ,95380 
40-50 years ,207 ,043 -,010 1,16748 
 
Table 52 Anova results LC-EXPLOR (Age) 
Age 
  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
>50 years Regression ,145 1 ,145 ,272 ,616 
Residual 4,271 8 ,534 
  
Total 4,416 9 
   
18-30 years Regression ,507 1 ,507 ,814 ,372 
Residual 26,172 42 ,623 
  
Total 26,679 43 
   
31-40 years Regression 14,735 1 14,735 16,197 ,000 
Residual 54,584 60 ,910 
  
Total 69,319 61 
   
40-50 years Regression 1,098 1 1,098 ,805 ,381 
Residual 24,534 18 1,363 
  
Total 25,632 19       
 
Table 53 Coefficient results (Age) 
Age 
  Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
>50 years (Constant) 4,812 1,047 
 
4,597 ,002 
AV_KC -,106 ,203 -,181 -,521 ,616 
18-30 years (Constant) 4,697 ,575 
 
8,166 ,000 
AV_KC ,112 ,124 ,138 ,902 ,372 
31-40 years (Constant) 2,876 ,548 
 
5,250 ,000 
AV_KC ,482 ,120 ,461 4,025 ,000 
40-50 years (Constant) 4,106 ,901 
 
4,560 ,000 
AV_KC ,197 ,220 ,207 ,897 ,381 
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Function 
Table 54 Model summary regression results (function) 
Function R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
Management ,200 ,040 ,000 1,00367 
Employee ,287 ,082 ,074 ,94961 
 
Table 55 Anova results LC-EXPLOR (funtion) 
Function 
  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Management Regression 1,005 1 1,005 ,998 ,328 
Residual 24,176 24 1,007 
  
Total 25,182 25 
   
Employee Regression 8,744 1 8,744 9,697 ,002 
Residual 97,390 108 ,902 
  
Total 106,134 109 
   
 
Table 56 Coefficient results (function) 
Function 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
Management (Constant) 4,352 ,932 
 
4,671 ,000 
AV_KC ,212 ,212 ,200 ,999 ,328 
Employee (Constant) 3,789 ,383 
 
9,897 ,000 
AV_KC ,258 ,083 ,287 3,114 ,002 
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APPENDIX O: REGRESSION ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING TYPES 
 
Explorative Learning/Exploitative learning 
Table 57 Model summary regression 
R R Square 
Adjusted  
R Square 
Std. Error  
of the Estimate 
,589 ,346 ,342 1,19984 
 
Table 58 Anova results 
  Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 102,262 1 102,262 71,034 ,000 
Residual 192,909 134 1,440 
  
Total 295,171 135 
   
 
Table 59 Coefficient results 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) -,099 ,530 
 
-,187 ,852 
AV_EXPLOI_2 ,876 ,104 ,589 8,428 ,000 
 
Empowerment/Exploitative learning 
Table 60 Model summary regression 
R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
,317 ,101 ,094 ,94624 
 
Table 61 Anova results 
  Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 13,413 1 13,413 14,980 ,000 
Residual 119,980 134 ,895 
  
Total 133,393 135 
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Table 62 Coefficient results 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) 3,867 ,305 
 
12,660 ,000 
AV_LC ,295 ,076 ,317 3,870 ,000 
 
Knowledge conversion/Explorative learning 
Table 63 Model summary regression 
R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error 
of the 
Estimate 
,195 ,038 ,031 1,45570 
 
Table 64 Anova results 
  
Sum of 
Squares Df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Regression 11,217 1 11,217 5,293 ,023 
Residual 283,954 134 2,119 
  
Total 295,171 135 
   
 
Table 65 Coefficient results 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) 3,086 ,536 
 
5,758 ,000 
AV_KC ,269 ,117 ,195 2,301 ,023 
 
Empowerment/Explorative learning 
Table 66 Model summary regression 
R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
,443 ,197 ,191 1,33032 
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Table 67 Anova results 
  Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 58,025 1 58,025 32,787 ,000 
Residual 237,146 134 1,770 
  
Total 295,171 135 
   
 
Table 68 Coefficient results 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) 1,914 ,429 
 
4,457 ,000 
AV_LC ,614 ,107 ,443 5,726 ,000 
 
Knowledge conversion/Exploitative learning 
Table 69 Model summary regression 
R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
,260 ,068 ,061 ,96346 
 
Table 70 Anova results 
  Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Regression 9,006 1 9,006 9,702 ,002 
Residual 124,386 134 ,928 
  
Total 133,393 135       
 
Table 71 Coefficient results 
  
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) 3,933 ,355 
 
11,086 ,000 
AV_KC ,241 ,078 ,260 3,115 ,002 
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